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1Introduction
The subject of Muslim and Turkish Education in Bulgaria has been treated in some
detail in a number of works dealing with the plight of the Muslim community in
Bulgaria after the effective end of Ottoman rule in 1878.  The pioneer in the research
of the issue was B. Sakarbalkan with his article “Prenslik Devrinde Bulgaristan’da
Türk Eğitimi, 1878-1908”1 in which he outlined the major trends of the development
of Muslim education during the period of the Bulgarian Principality (Principality).
The study dealt with the problems from which education suffered, as well as the
internal and external factors that affected its advance.  Along with giving Sakarbalkan
credit for his work, it also should be recognized that the article suffers from a number
of shortcomings.  The author approaches the subject in an overwhelmingly descriptive
manner, drawing attention to the quantitative increase or decrease of the number of
schools and their students, as well as the general decline in the quality of education
conditioned by the shortage of teachers and their poor training. This weakness,
unfortunately, has not been overcome by scholars of the subject, and the criticism is
valid to a greater or lesser extent for all the works published until now.
Since Sakarbalkan’s article, only a couple of monographs dealing exclusively
with the subject of Muslim education have been published.  In 1993, the İslam Tarih,
Sanat ve Kültürünü Araştrıma Vakfı in Istanbul issued a study called Bulgaristan’da
Türk-İslam Eğitim ve Kültür Müesseseleri ve Medresetnü’n-nüvvab.2  However, as its
title suggests, its is primarily concerned with the history and organization of the
higher Muslim school in Shumen, which was opened in 1923.  The introductory part
                                                          
1 B. Sakarbalkan, “Prenslik Devrinde Bulgaristan’da Türk Eğitimi, 1878-1908”  in Türk Kültürü, III,
1964-1965.
2 Haşim Ertürk and Rasim Eminoğlu.  Bulgaristan’da Türk-İslam Eğitim ve Kültür Müessesleri ve
Medresetü’n-nüvvab.  İstanbul: İslam Tarih, Sanat ve Kültürünü Araştırma Vakfı, 1993.
2on the conditions of Muslim education before the opening of the Nüvvab accounts for
developments in only a general manner.
Hüseyn Memişoğlu, a professor of the Turkish community in Bulgaria who
had recently emigrated to Turkey, published a short work in 1992 entitled The
Education of the Turks in Bulgaria.3  He devotes some eight pages to occurrences in
this sphere between 1878 and 1908, however, there is little in-depth analysis of the
various factors that contributed to them.
The issue of Muslim education has been examined in some detail in several
books dealing with the Turkish and Muslim minorities in Bulgaria.  Bulgaristan’da
Türkler by Osman Keskioğlu4 deals with the religious, educational and cultural
aspects of the life of the community in the period between 1878 and late 1960.
Although the book is quite short, and far from systematic in considering the numerous
problems associated with the community,  it is informative as gives an idea about the
overall picture of development.  Furthermore, it is valuable because of its quality of a
memoir.  Keskioğlu, who was one of the contributors to the above developments, was
an instructor in the Medresetü’n-nüvvab for the last ten years before the closing of the
school in the late 1940s.  The book, since its publication, has been a major source to
which later books refer.
Bilâl Şimşir’s The Turks of Bulgaria (1878-1985)5 also goes no further into
looking at the major factors influencing the development of Muslim education
between 1878 and 1908 in the treatment the issue receives in a special chapter.  The
author focuses mainly on statistics about schools and describes the contents of certain
legal provisions that regulated the functioning of Muslim schools.
                                                          
3 Hüseyn Memişoğlu,  The Education of the Turks in Bulgaria.  Ankara: Şafak Matbaası, 1992.
4 Osman Keskioğlu,  Bulgaristan’da Türkler.  Ankara: Kültür ve Turizm Bakanlığı Yayınları, 1985.
5 Bilâl Şimşir,  The Turks of Bulgaria (1878-1985).  London: K. Rustem and Brother, 1988.
3Turkish and Other Muslim Minorities in Bulgaria by Ali Eminov6 is another
book that includes a chapter on Muslim education.  Eminov, much like Şimşir, centers
his discussion around the legal framework within which the Muslim schools
functioned, as well as their budgets and statistics on literacy.
A major point of criticism for the above works, especially those that claim to
be of academic worth, is the limited sources upon which they are based.  Almost all of
them extensively use the Bulgarian Darzhaven Vestnik (State Gazette) when
describing Bulgarian educational legislation, some not even translating the articles
correctly from Bulgarian. Other heavily used sources include Bulgarian statistical
reference books, articles from Uchilishten Pregled (School Review) journal, often
used to assess Bulgarian attitudes towards Muslim education, and those works
published previously on the subject.  Most noticeable is the scarcity of archival
sources and the neglect of materials published in the press, be it Turkish Bulgarian,
Ottoman, or Bulgarian.  In fact, it is only Sakarbalkan and Memişoğlu who make only
singular references to archival materials, namely ones from the Prime Ministry
Ottoman Archive in Istanbul.  These, however, are not reliable because of problems
associated with their citation.  Sakarbalkan’s explanation is “archival documents,”
while Memişoğlu gives only the number of a document without specifying the
collection to which it belongs.
Another aspect of all of the above studies is the limited discussion of one of
the most important factors in the development of Muslim education in the
Principality, the Ottomans themselves.  All scholars agree that support from the
Ottoman government was indispensable for the recovery and advance of Muslim
educational institutions after the Russian-Turkish war in 1877-1878. However,
                                                          
6 Ali Eminov,   Turkish and Other Muslim Minorities in Bulgaria.  London: Hurst and Company, 1997.
4detailed consideration of the ways in which the Ottomans actually exercised this
support is missing.
In the background of the criticisms made lies above the latest published work
dealing with the development of the Muslim community in the Principality by Ömer
Turan The Turkish Minority in Bulgaria (1878-1908).7 This book appears to provide
the most satisfactory treatment of the subject of Muslim education. Turan extensively
uses documents from the Prime Ministry Ottoman Archive in Istanbul, as well as
articles from a number of newspapers published by the Muslim community in the
Principality.  The sources he used allowed him to go into a more detailed treatment of
educational developments during this period, which are discussed in a separate
chapter.  Turan also accounts for the legal, demographic and financial factors
influencing the functioning of schools, and the ways the Ottoman government
provided support for educational establishments.  One major criticism that could be
made of this work is the tendency of the author to approach the issue in an exclusively
descriptive manner without going into sufficient in-depth analysis of the origins and
effects of certain phenomena and trends in the sphere of Muslim education.  This, to
an extent, is understandable as education is only one of the topics considered by
Turan.
The survey of the major works dealing with Muslim education imposes a
recognition of the fact that any further generalized studies on Muslim education in the
Principality will make no real original contributions. At the same time, there has
arisen the need for a comprehensive examination of the more specific aspects of
educational developments.  Therefore, this study will concentrate on one of the most
important factors in Muslim education already mentioned – the Ottomans and the
                                                          
7 Ömer Turan,  The Turkish Minority in Bulgaria, 1878-1908.  Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu, 1998.
5support they provided to Muslim schools.   Furthermore, the inquiry into Ottoman
motives backing this enterprise will bring up the argument that the endeavours to keep
Muslim education in the Principality under Ottoman influence and safe beyond
Bulgarian control were inspired by the prevailing concern about the fate of Muslims
under foreign rule at the time, that came to be known as Pan-Islam.
The sources utilized are some examples of the rich correspondence between
the various offices in the Ottoman government and the Ottoman representative in
Sofia contained in Prime Ministry Ottoman Archive in Istanbul.  Another source for
materials is the sub-collection (Predfond) Shumen from the Oriental Section of the
National Library St. St. Cyril and Methodius in Sofia, which, upon my knowledge, is
the only collection dating from post-Ottoman period in Bulgaria containing
documents in Ottoman-Turkish.
Structure
The study is divided into four chapters. The first discusses the attempts at
educational reform in the Ottoman Empire, with special focus on the development of
educational institutions in the Danubean Province, the territorial predecessor of the
Bulgarian Principality.  The second chapter describes the effect the Russian-Ottoman
War of 1877-78, and the subsequent establishment of the Principality, had on the local
Muslim community, the major political developments in the Principality, the legal
framework under which Muslim schools operated, an overview of the conditions of
Muslim education and the attitudes of Bulgarian school inspectors, as well as the
attitudes of the members of the local Muslim community, towards schooling.  The
third chapter will deal with the actual support the Ottoman government provided, and
the ways in which the Muslims in the Principality benefited from it.  The fourth
chapter contains an analysis of the motives the Ottomans may have had when they
6extended their support, both material and diplomatic, for schools in the Principality in
the attempt to bind them with the political, cultural and social tendencies in the
Empire.  Finally, the conclusion shall sum up the observations made throughout the
different stages of the study, and will also provide a comparison with two other cases
where a “mother-nation” provided support for the educational institutions of its
minorities in foreign countries.
7CHAPTER 1
Survey of Efforts Aimed at the Modernization of Education in the Ottoman
Empire
The first efforts aimed at modernizing education in the Ottoman Empire far preceded the
period of the Tanzimat, but they were not systematic. They generally sought to remedy
deficiencies in military and technical education without achieving an overall
reconstruction of the entire education system.1  Examples of such early reforms were the
opening in 1734 of a higher school of engineering, the Hendesehane, under the auspices
of Count de Bonneval and the establishment of an advanced school of science and
mathematics for the navy aided by Baron De Tott.2  Though making no concrete
references to education, the imperial rescript of Gülhane, signifying the beginning of an
age of intensive reform that came to be known as the Tanzimat, provided the basis on
which a systematic transformation of the school system was to be later carried out.  The
first more consistent project for the reform of the entire educational system was presented
in a report to the Ottoman government from an expressly appointed committee
investigating school matters in 1846.  The report proposed measures for the improvement
of the elementary, Qur’anic, schools, an expansion of junior secondary educational
institutions, the rüşdiyes, and an ambitious project for the foundation of a university.  In
addition, an administrative body to supervise and coordinate educational affairs, a
                                                
1 There are a number of general works on reform in the Ottoman Empire, where modernization in the
educational sphere is treated too.  Some of them include Roderic Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire,
1856-76.  Princeton: Princeton U Press, 1963; Niyazi Berkes, The Emergence of Secularism in Turkey.
Montreal: McGill U Press, 1964; Bernard Lewis, The Emergence of Modern Turkey.  Oxford: Oxford U
Press, 1968; Stanford Shaw and Ezel Kural Shaw.  History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey.
Vol. II Reform, Revolution and Republic: the Rise of Modern Turkey, Cambridge: Cambridge U Press,
1977.
2 Lewis, pp. 47-48.
8permanent Educational Council, Meclis-i Maarif, was also sought to be established.3  Not
all of the above recommendations were realized, though an important step was taken
towards the establishment of a Ministry of Education, signaling the formal emergence of
education separate from the control of the ulema.4
The conviction of the Tanzimat reformers that the major ail of the educational
system was the transition from poorly organized primary and junior schools to higher-
level military and technical schools was expressed through their determination to fix  the
balance by emphasizing the importance of reform in junior educational institutions, the
rüşdiyes.5  These new schools that, according to Carter Findley, were initially somewhat
better than primary institutions, were supposed to offer instruction in a wide spectrum of
“secular” subjects, in addition to traditional religious ones. In essence, they were seen as
the institutions that would provide training for the Empire’s future civil servants.6
During that early stage of educational reform, the emerging divide in educational
standards between the capital and the provinces was quite ostensible, and threatened to
become even wider unless immediate measures were not taken to bridge the gap.  Despite
efforts made by Tanzimat statesmen to spread new educational initiatives to the provinces
of the Empire, the outcome was less than what was desired. In many ways, the
divergence in the standards of education and quality of instruction between the capital
and the provinces  was to plague the system until the end of the Empire itself.  The fact
that education in the provinces was considered relatively unimportant, and not worthy of
                                                
3 Lewis, p. 113-114; Faik Refik Unat,  Türkiye eğitim sisteminin gelişmesine tarihi bir bakış.  Ankara: Milli
eğitim, 1964, p. 18-19.
4 Lewis, p. 114.
5İlber Ortaylı, İmparatorluğun en uzun yüzyılı.  İstanbul: Hil yayın, 1983, p. 135.
6 Carter Findley,  Bureaucratic Reform in the Ottoman Empire.  The Sublime Porte, 1789-1922.  Princeton:
Princeton U Press, 1980, p. 159.
9much consideration, is also reflected in the lack of scholarly attention to this aspect until
quite recently.  Even Osman Ergin’s classical work on Ottoman education in the modern
period, Türkiye Maarif Tarihi, only examines educational reform and the educational
establishments of the imperial capital Istanbul.7  Recent breakthroughs in the treatment of
the subject of Ottoman education in the provinces were made by Akşin Somel, whose
work, although concentrated primarily on the period of Abdülhamid II (1876-1908),
provides an extensive background on developments in provincial education in previous
periods.8
The first provincial rüşdiyes were opened quite close to the capital, in Bursa and
Edirne, although these were to function under standards lower than those existing in
Istanbul.9  The next step, of expanding the junior secondary school system, was made in
Bosnia in the early 1850s as a result of a request made by local military and civil
officials.  The decision to open rüşdiyes in that distant province was influenced, as Somel
suggests, by the desire of the Ottoman government to keep local feudal opposition to
reform under control.10  In fact, this method of securing hold and influence over areas and
groups of people beginning to fall from Ottoman control through the establishment, or
encouragement, of the spread of a modernized school network was to be applied more
frequently in the future.  An eminent example was the initiative of Midhat Paşa in the
Danubean province, which will be referred in more detail later in the study.  In
summation, despite the success of Ottoman efforts to increase the number of these new
types of schools throughout the provinces  during the 1850s, the hope for results were not
                                                
7 Osman Ergin,  Türkiye Maarif Tarihi.  İstanbul: Darülfünun Türkiyat enstitüsü, 1941, passim.
8 Akşin Somel, The Modernization of Public Education in the Ottoman Empire, 1839-1908.  Islamization,
Autocracy and Discipline.  Leiden: Brill, 2000.
9 Ibid, p. 67.
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achieved.  The plan envisioned the establishment of 25 schools in various provincial
towns, but by 1856 only six had been instituted.11
Together with the promotion and popularization of rüşdiyes, the Porte showed
similar concern for the reform and modernization of elementary Qur’anic schools, known
also as sıbyan mektepleri.  The curriculum of these schools was to include religious as
well as a limited number of secular subjects. In this way, it was hoped that they would
prepare pupils for further education at the next stage of junior secondary schools.  It is
difficult to cite specific statistics of the time as to the exact number of sıbyan schools, but
if the observations of Ubicini, who travelled throughout the empire at the beginning of
the 1850s, could be taken as reliable, then it should be remarked that there were Qur’anic
schools in every village and mahalle.12
In the background of the overall slow rate of the educational reform in the
provinces lies the success of Midhad Paşa, who was a governor of the Danubean
province, Tuna vilayeti, between 1864-1869. His outstanding record in setting in place
the basis for the expansion and modernization of the overall school network in this part of
the empire is notable.  Midhat Paşa, a capable administrator, put all his energies into
reforming the institutions in the province entrusted to him.13  His inclinations towards
secularism and liberalism, resembling those prevailing at the time in Western Europe,
were best exemplified by a quote attributed to him, stating that, “In forty or fifty years,
people will not build churches or mosques any more but only schools and humanitarian
                                                                                                                                                
10 Ibid, p. 67.
11 İlhan Tekeli and Selim İlkin,  Osmanlı İmaratorluğu’nda Eğitim ve Bilgi Üretim Sisteminin Oluşumu ve
Dönüşümü.  Ankara: Türk Tarih kurumu, 1993,  p. 64; Somel, p. 69.
12 A.Ubicini, Letters on Turkey.  Transl. Lady Easthope, London: John Murray, 1856.
13 About the overall achievements of Midhad Paşa see Ali Haydar Midhad Life of Midhad Pasha, a Record
of his Services, Political Reforms, Banishment and Judicial Murder.  Orig. published by London: John
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institutions.”14  Adhering to his convictions during the three years of his governorship,
Midhat Paşa launched upon the reform of elementary schools in the province that was to
serve as the template followed later throughout the whole empire.15  In addition, he
established a couple of professional schools that provided vocational training to orphaned
children and also supplemented the number of qualified cadres for the vilayet’s
expanding industry.  Most remarkable and ambitious was Midhat’s project for the
establishment of mixed schools, and even a university, for both Muslim and non-Muslim
students.  Its aim was not only the improvement of the overall educational level in the
province, but also the setting of a curb on rising Bulgarian nationalism, reinforced by
Pan-Slavic ideas that many Bulgarian students gained during their studies in Russian
schools and universities.16  Midhat’s idea of funding educational establishments in the
province by means of surplus revenues from the provincial budget, in addition to
voluntary donations, constituted an innovation.17  Midhat Paşa’s project for reform in the
educational sphere, among many others, were rejected by the Sultan of the time.  The vali
of what had emerged to be the most prosperous province in the empire18 was recalled to
Istanbul in 1867 for reasons having more to do with his increased influence and success
rather than his failure.19  Though Midhat Paşa was not able to carry out all of his projects
to their full realization, it was during the time of his administration of the Danubean
province that the foundations for further development were set in stone.  Also, the
economic prosperity the province attained was an essential favourable condition
                                                                                                                                                
Murray, 1903, reprinted by Ann Arbor: Umi Books on Demand, 1999;  Le Duc Léonzon, Midhad Pacha.
Paris: Librarie de la Société des  Gens de Lettres, 1877.
14 Davison, p. 145.
15 Ibid, p. 155.
16 Ali Haydar Midhad, p. 40; Somel, p. 78.
17 A. H. Midhad, p. 41.
18 Le Duc Léonzon, p. 40-41.
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contributing to the advance and spread of educational institutions, and the growing
awareness among the population of the importance of schooling.
A major corner-stone in the course of educational reform and its implementation
in the provinces was the inauguration, in September 1869, of a Regulation of Public
Education, the Maarif-i Umumiye Nizamnamesi.  Inspired by French experience in the
sphere, and patronized by French Minister of Education Jean Victor Duruy, the 1869
Nizamname gave clarity to the organization and structure of the Empire’s school network,
and specified the general regulations under which this work was to operate.20
Administratively, the regulation envisioned the establishment of a Sublime Educational
Council that was to have representative bodies in every province.  The membership of the
Provincial Educational Councils consisted of representatives from the local population,
both Muslim and non-Muslim, and officials appointed by the government, a selection that
would secure both the cooperation of the people from the province and control from the
Ministry of Education.  The Provincial Councils were responsible for the coordination of
the reform process at the provincial level and the supervision of the local educational
affairs.21  However, as Akşin Somel emphasizes, the provincial educational councils,
wherever they existed during that early period, were a result of the initiative of local
governors, the most prominent of whom was again Midhat Paşa, rather than a product of
specific government actions.22  Furthermore, these administrative bodies appear to have
been short-lived, at least in the Tuna vilayeti. Upon Somel’s observation, five years after
Midhat’s recall, there were no references to educational councils, at least when the
                                                                                                                                                
19 Davison, p. 155; A. H. Midhad, p. 47.
20 Berkes, p. 179; Shaw and Shaw, pp. 108-112; Somel, p. 86.
21 Unat, p. 24, Somel, p. 94.
22 Somel, p. 98.
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statistics for the province, the Tuna vilayeti salnamesi, for the year 1290 (1872-73), is
consulted.23  A look at another salname, issued a year before -- representing the earliest
available one for the province -- also reveals the absence of such a council.24  That
conclusion, of course, remains open to further discussion and the need for further support
as the salnames are not the most reliable sources.
Although educational reform at the provincial level did not go at the desired pace,
there was gradual progress in terms of the number of schools, both Qur’anic and rüşdiyes,
and an improvement in the quality of learning.  This advance was not uniform in all the
provinces and, as it has been suggested, reached its highest achievement in the Danubean
province as a result of a number of peculiar circumstances, already accounted for.
Evidence of growth in the educational sphere in the Tuna vilayeti can be obtained by a
comparison of several salnames from the period of the 1870s, which, although imperfect,
are still relatively reliable sources.
The salname of 1289 for the Danueban province registers 29 rüşdiyes and 263
sıbyan schools in various towns and villages of the province, but offers no specific
information as to the number of students enrolled in them.25  By 1291 (1874) the number
of rüşdiyes increased to 35,26 a year later it was 3727 and in 1293 (1876) it had risen to 40
with 2,150 enrolled students.28
The expansion of the school network in the vilayet of Edirne should also be traced
briefly as parts of it were to be included initially in the autonomous province of Eastern
                                                
23 Ibid, p. 98
24  Tuna salnamesi, 5. Defa, 1289.
25  Tuna salnamesi, 5. Defa 1289.
26 Tuna salnamesi, 7. Defa, 1291.
27 Salname-i devlet-i aliyye-i Osmaniyye, 30. Defa, Matbuat-ı Maarif, 1292.
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Rumelia and, after 1885, the Bulgarian Principality.  The 1287 (1871-72) salname points
to 15 existing rüşdiyes in the Edirne province, seven of which were in territories later
included in the Principality.29  In 1292 (1875) there were 2430 and by 1293 (1876), there
were 26.31
A comparison of the statistics for different provinces in the year 1876 reveals that
upon the eve of the war between Russia and the Ottoman Empire, the Danube vilayet held
the leading position in terms of numbers of rüşdiyes and students enrolled.32  This was
evidence of not only the advance of educational reform, but also of the willingness of the
local population to take advantage of the improved educational condition.  Thus, the
Russian-Turkish War of 1877-78, and the subsequent separation of a large piece of
territory from the direct control of the sultan’s government, represented a major break in
the development of Muslim education in the area, and bore repercussions on educational
reform in the rest of the of the Ottoman state.  The Empire lost the province in which
educational reform had achieved the most remarkable success, as the Danube vilayet,
according to the decisions of the Congress of Berlin in June 1878, became the core-land
of the newly established autonomous Bulgarian Principality.  The exodus of the larger
part of the Muslim population from the area, on the other hand, predetermined the
impossibility for Muslim educational and cultural institutions there to recover their
previous prosperity.
                                                                                                                                                
28 Tuna salnamesi, 9. Defa, 1293.  The imperial salname  for the same year points a slightly different figure
for the rüşdiyes in the province which is 39.   Salname-i devlet-i aliyye-i Osmaniyye, 31. Defa, Matbuat-ı
Maarif, 1293.
29 Salname-i vilayet-i Edirne, 1278.
30 Salname-i devlet-i aliyye-i Osmaniyye, 1292.
31 Salname-i devlet-i aliyye-i Osmaniyye, 1293.
32 Salname-i devlet-i aliyye-i Osmaniyye, 1293.  See also the table of comparison for the number
of schools in the various provinces in Bayram Kodaman, Abdülhamid devri eğitim sistemi.  Ankara: Türk
Tarih Kurumu, 1988, p. 95.
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CHAPTER 2 
 
The Bulgarian Principality in the Aftermath of the Russian-Turkish War 
and the Condition of the Muslim Community There 
 
 The preliminary treaty of San Stefano, signed on 3 March 1878 between 
Russia and the Ottoman Empire, ended the war between the two countries, and 
Russia, as the victor, was able to dictate the contents of its clauses.  The San Stefano 
Treaty proclaimed the establishment of an autonomous principality of Bulgaria that 
was to include within its boundaries the former Danubean province, almost all of 
Macedonia, with an outlet to the Aegean Sea, in addition to the lands south of the 
Balkan mountain range and the Rhodopi, together with a wedge of territory extending 
close to Edirne.  The “Greater Bulgaria” thus established was to be occupied by 
Russian troops and governed by a Russian commissioner for a period of two years 
until the fledgling state was able to take the government of its affairs in its own 
hands.1  The foundation of what would emerge to be the largest state on the Balkans 
under immediate Russian control was not met enthusiastically by the rest of the Great 
Powers, most averse being Britain, who even threatened to go to war with Russia 
unless the San Stefano Treaty was not revised.  Russia, militarily and financially 
exhausted from the war, agreed to the proposal for revision, hoping to salvage as 
much as possible from her recent gains.2 
 The Congress of Berlin met on 13 June 1878, and a month later after heated 
discussions came up with a finalized text of a new treaty that considerably adjusted 
                                                 
1 W. N. Medlicott, The Congress of Berlin and After.  Edinburgh: Cass & Co., 1938, pp. 11-12; F.A.K. 
Yasamee, Ottoman Diplomacy.  Abdulhamid and the Great Powers, 1878-1888.  Istanbul: Isis Press, 
1996, pp. 53-54; Arthur May Hyde, A Diplomatic History of Bulgaria.  Westport: Greenwood Press, 
1974 reprint.  Orig. publ. By Urbana: U of Illinois Press, 1931, p. 81; For a map of San Stefano 
Bulgaria see Richard Crampton,  Bulgaria: a History, 1878-1918.  New York: Columbia U Press,  
1983, p. 21. 
2 On the objections of the various Great Power representatives and the immediate negotiations leading 
to the convention of the Congress of Berlin see Hyde, pp. 82-87; Medlicott, pp. 12-22; Yasamee, pp. 
56-58 
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the territorial clauses of San Stefano and contained the excessive spread of Russian 
influence on the Balkans.  Article 1 of the Berlin Treaty pronounced the establishment 
of an autonomous Bulgarian Principality under the suzerainty of the Sultan and rule of 
a Christian governor and supervision of order by a national militia.  The Principality 
was to be of considerably smaller size and was to include the territories between the 
Danube and the Balkan mountain range together with the area around Sofia.3  An 
assembly of notables was to work out an organic statute that would have the functions 
of a constitution.  The same Article 4 made provisions for the observation of the rights 
and interests of non-Bulgarian groups, while Article 5 elaborated further on the 
guarantees for equal rights of all religious groups and forbade intervention on the part 
of the Bulgarian state or any foreigner in their internal spiritual affairs.  Article 12 
dealt specifically with some issues concerning the Muslim community in the 
Principality.  All those Muslims who wished to remain in Bulgaria preserved 
ownership rights over their property.  Furthermore, a special Ottoman-Bulgarian 
commission was to be appointed to settle matters related to the administration and 
proprietor rights over Muslim pious foundations, vakıfs, and would be preoccupied 
with whatever other questions would appear to be of particular interest.4  
Although the Bulgarian Principality acted more independently than its vassal 
status implied, it was under the formal suzerainty of the Ottoman Empire and none of 
the sides could appoint diplomatic representatives.  The functions of the embassy to 
Sofia on the Ottoman part were undertaken by those officials participating in the 
aforementioned vakıf commission, that came to be known as the Bulgaristan 
                                                 
3 Art.1 and 2 of the Treaty of Berlin, the full text published in Gabriel Noradounghian Recueil d’Actes 
Internationaux de l’Empire Ottoman, 1878-1902.  Paris: Librarie Cotillon, 1903, vol. IV.   
4 Art. 12. 
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komiserliği.5  It is worth noting also that only the Bulgaristan komiserliği, or Ottoman 
commissioner as it will be referred from this point on, was the only one of the 
representative bodies dispatched to the various autonomous provinces or states that 
was under the direct supervision of the Ottoman Foreign Ministry, the Hariciye,6 a 
fact demonstrating the nature of the relations between the Principality and its formal 
suzerain.  
 The parts of the territories south of the Balkan mountains reaching to the 
southern slopes of the Rhodope formed the province of Eastern Rumelia, that unlike 
the Principality, was to enjoy only administrative autonomy under the head of a 
Christian governor and was to be under the political and military suzerainty of the 
Sultan.7  Much concern was demonstrated at the selection of a neutral name for the 
province.  The delegates of the Berlin Congress purposefully chose Roumelie 
Orientale (Eastern Rumelia) as it alluded no national denomination, over Bulgarie 
Meridionale (Southern Bulgaria) that entailed a possibility for an eventual 
unification.8  Similarly to the Bulgarian Principality, Eastern Rumelia was to be 
occupied by Russian troops for a nine-month period but unlike the former, its 
administration was to be supervised and aided by a joint European commission.9 
 As the congress drew to a close and the treaty was signed there was nothing 
much to do for all the sides but to start applying the provisions in practice and set 
upon the solution of a number of problems caused by the war, one of the most urgent 
of which was the refugee crisis. 
                                                 
5 Elena Statelova,  Diplomatsiata na Kniazhestvo Bulgaria, 1879-1886 (The Diplomacy of the 
Bulgarian Principality).  Sofia: Bulgarska academia na naukite, 1979, p. 94. 
6 Findley, p.256; p. 263. 
7 Berlin Treaty, Art. 13. 
8 Charles Serkis,  La Rumelie Orientale et la Bulgarie Actuelle.  Paris:  Université de Paris, 1898,  p. 
30. 
9 Berlin Treaty, Art. 18 and 19. 
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I. Muslim Emigration, its Demographic Effects and Repercussions on Muslim 
Education in the Principality 
 The subject of Muslim emigration from the Principality deserves to be 
examined in some detail because of the repercussions it was to bear on the Muslim 
community, its organization, and consequently on Muslim education. The military 
activities and the subsequent establishment of a Bulgarian state where, in spite of all 
legal guarantees of equality, the Christian element enjoyed a position of superiority, 
triggered a massive exodus of Turks and other Muslims.  In the decades to follow, 
Muslim emigration continued in a steady flow and contributed to the considerable 
decrease of the Muslim community in the Principality.    
 No specific numbers can be cited with certainty as to how many Muslims left 
the Bulgarian lands for the Ottoman Empire.  Difficulty to do so was conditioned by 
the confusion and disorder surrounding the mass departure, the primitiveness of 
statistical methods at the time, partiality of sources, as well as by the fact that many 
refugees left for the Ottoman state and then returned to their native places in Bulgaria 
in hope that they would find a way to live in the new conditions.  However, the fact 
that there is a massive collection of documents on various issues concerning the 
emigrants and their condition published under the title Rumeli’den Türk Göçleri10 
signifies that the problem was quite serious and for quite a while preoccupied the 
attention of diplomats, journalists and other contemporaries.  According to rough 
estimates, the total number of Muslims who emigrated from the Bulgarian lands in a 
period of thirty years was about one million.11 
                                                 
10 Bilâl  Şimşir,  Rumeli’den Türk Göçleri.  Belgeler.  Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu, 1989. 
11 As it already has been mentioned, there are variations in the number of refugees.  For example, 
Valchev claims that the number of Muslim emigrants between 1877 and 1912 was only 350 000, cited 
in Bernard Lory, Le Sort de L’Heritage Ottoman en Bulgarie.  L’Example des Villes Bulgares, 1878-
1900.  Istanbul: Isis Press, 1985, p. 43. 
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 Muslims fled for a number of reasons.  Many of them left their homes in panic 
as the theatre of military activities approached12 and preferred to depart from their 
native places together with the retreating Ottoman garrisons.13  Others, such as the 
inhabitants of the town of Tulcha, were forced by the Ottoman authorities to evacuate 
the territories through which the Russian armies were expected to pass in order to 
prevent the occurrence of civilian casualties.14  As Lory suggests, the number of the 
Muslim refugees during the war years was about 130,000-150,000.  More than half of 
them returned to their native towns after the signing of the peace treaty, but they were 
not to stay for too long.15  Meanwhile the situation had become more complicated.  
The returning Muslims found out that their homes and estates were occupied by 
Bulgarian refugees from Thrace and Macedonia, 35,000 of whom stayed in 
permanently, and who, similarly, had fled the chaos of battles and wanted to settle 
themselves in the new Bulgarian state.16  In the cities a great number of houses 
previously belonging to Muslims were destroyed either in the course of the war or by 
the Bulgarians who wanted to get rid of the last vestiges of Ottoman cultural presence 
and give a new “European” appearance to Bulgarian cities.17  Under the pressure of 
                                                 
12  Raci Efendi,  Tarihçe-i vaka-ii Zağra. Adapted to modern Turkish by Ertuğrul Düzdağ. Tercüman 
1001 Eser, 1991, pp. 129-169. 
13 Lory, p. 39. 
14 Turan, p. 135. 
15 Lory, p. 43; Crampton for example remarks basing himself on some statistics that just in Eastern 
Rumelia 70 000 out of the 150 000 refugees returned, in Richard Crampton “The Turks in Bulgaria, 
1878-1944”  pp. 45-78 in Kemal Karpat, Ed.  The Turks of Bulgaria: the History, Culture, and Political 
Fate as a Minority.  Istanbul: Isis Press, 1990, p. 46;  compare also with Jerecek, again cited by 
Crampton, who estimates the total number of Muslims who emigrated between 1877 and 1890 was 100 
000.  
16 P.N. Tretyakova, S.A. Nikitina, A.B. Valeva, Eds.  Istoriya Bolgarii (History of Bulgaria).  Moskva: 
Izdatel’stvo academia nauk SSSR, 1954, p. 442; Lory, p. 37; Crampton The Turks, p. 46; The 
complaints of Muslim refugees encountering Bulgarians settled in their estates obviously persisted for 
quite a while, see for example a dispatch of Tsankov to the Great Powers’ representatives, Sofia, 16 
April, 1880, Doc. #33, pp. 70-74 in Dimitar Kosev, Nikolay Todorov, Todor Dobrianov, Eds. 
Vunshnata politika na Bulgaria. Dokumenti. (The Foreign Policy of Bulgaria. Documents).  Vol. I, 
1879-1886, Sofia: Nauka i izkustvo, 1978. 
17 Lory, Introduction, passim., also pp. 37; 56-58. 
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the new circumstances, many Muslims were induced to turn their back on their native 
places permanently and leave for the Ottoman Empire.   
 Equally difficult to ascertain is the exact number of the Muslim community in 
the Principality in the first years following the war.  The first census was conducted in 
May 1880 and registered a total of 2,007,919 people in the Bulgarian Principality and 
786, 232 in Eastern Rumelia.  The following one was carried out in 1884.  The 
combined results from both of them were published in Annuire de Statistique in 1912 
and were included in a table prepared by Ömer Turan.  According to this table 
Muslims in the Principality and Eastern Rumelia numbered 802,597 and represented 
26.91% of the entire population.18 
 Crampton, who has summed up in a table the results from various censuses of 
the population in Bulgarian between 1880/84 and 1938, cites similar figures.19  In 
1880/84 out of all the population of Bulgaria and Eastern Rumelia, who was 
2,932,949, Turks accounted for 727,772 or represented 24.81%.  By 1887 although 
the population of Bulgaria had increased to 3,118,375, the number of Turks had 
decreased to 607,331, representing 19.48%, a shrinkage resulting from the already 
discussed migration.  In the subsequent years, the tendency steadily persisted – the 
total population increased while the number of Turks diminished – so by 1910, out of 
the 4, 337,513 people in Bulgaria only 504,560, or 11.63%, were Turks.20  Turan cites 
a slightly higher number, 602.085, 13.18%, for Muslim population in the same year of 
1910.  It should be borne in mind though that the major criterion Crampton and the 
sources on which he bases his table was the linguistic one. That could be partly an 
explanation for the variation of numbers and percentages.  For Muslims in the 
                                                 
18 Turan, pp. 106-108. 
19 The sources on which the table is based are the publication of the National Statistical Bureau in Sofia 
for the relevant years. 
20 Crampton, The Turks, p. 71. 
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Principality consisted of representatives of several linguistic and ethnic groups to be 
discussed in the following paragraph shortly. 
 The largest Muslim group were the Turks, whose number according to official 
Bulgarian statistics in 1880 was 650,000 and 465,988 in 1910.21  Gypsies represented 
another Muslim group, who, although undoubtedly numerous enough not to be 
disregarded, are attributed irrelevant importance and degree of religiosity by Turan.22  
Much more important were the Pomaks, who in the majority were Slavic speakers and 
whose number varies most drastically according to the different sources.  Jireček for 
example claims them to be 28,000 in 1881, while Bulgarian statistics registered 
20,000 of them.23  Popovic, on the other hand, estimates their number to be as much 
as 150,000.24  They inhabited mainly the mountainous inaccessible regions of the 
Western and Central Rhodope around Chepino, Dospat and Ahı Çelebi, as well as 
some places north of the Balkan range, such as Lovech, Lukovit, Etropole and 
Tutrakan.25  In the urban environment, Pomaks assimilated themselves easily within 
the Turkish community and also joined the migrations to the Ottoman Empire, 
suggesting the emergence of Ottoman consciousness among them.26  Finally, the 
fourth considerable Muslim group were the Tartars who, according to different 
authors, numbered between 6,00027 and 18,000.28  Tartars were settled in the towns of 
                                                 
21 Turan, p. 101;  Similar figure is cited in Alexandre Popovic, “Les Turcs de Bulgarie, 1878-1985.  
Une experience des nationalités dans le monde communiste” pp. 147-183 in Les Musulmans des 
Balkans à l’Epoque Post-Ottomanne.  Hisoitre et politique.  Istanbul: les Éditions Isis, 1994, p. 148. 
22 Turan estimates Muslim Gypsies to be as many as 77,000 in 1910, p. 101. 
23 Statistics cited in Turan, p. 102. 
24 Popovic, p. 148. 
25 Lory, p. 48. 
26 Ibıd, p. 49. 
27 Popovic, p. 148. 
28 Turan, p. 102.  Both Popovic and Turan cite no specific source from where they had derived their 
conclusions.  They mention and article by Mark Pinson “Russian Policy and the Emigration of the 
Crimean Tartars to the Ottoman Empire, 1854-1862”  on Tartar migrations but it refers exclusively to 
the Ottoman period and contains nothing on the Tartars in the Bulgarian Principality. 
 22 
Varna, Balçık, Şumna and Tatar Pazarcık and often intermixed in the Turkish 
populations living there. 
 The Muslim community was spread unevenly throughout the various regions 
of the Principality and its greatest concentration was in the north-east.29 The 
distribution of population represented little alteration from the situation at the time 
when the lands were an integral part of the Ottoman Empire,30 although the fact that 
the Ottoman armies remained entrenched until the end of the war in the area of the so 
called “fortified quadrangle” marked by the cities Rusçuk, Silistra, Varna and 
Shumen/Şumnu, played an important role in the protection of the local Muslims. 
About half of the Muslim community in the Principality lived in the districts of Varna, 
Rusçuk and Shumen/Şumna and Muslims represented a majority of more than 50% 
there.  In places such as Tervel (Kurtpınar) and Omurtag (Osman Pazar) Muslims 
accounted for more than 90% of the population, 94.21% and 93.62% respectively.31  
In southern towns like Aytos and Karnobat in the district of Burgas, and Kazanlık and 
Hasköy in the district of Stara Zagora (Zağra-i Atik), Muslims held the lead in both 
absolute numbers and as a percentage of the whole population.32  Filibe (Plovdiv) also 
had a significant urban Muslim community.  
 The Muslim exodus, besides numerical effects, had a qualitative impact upon 
the social background of the Muslim community who stayed in Bulgaria.  Among the 
first to flee and the most reluctant to return were the people who enjoyed some 
material and social status, as well as the members of the ‘ulema and civil 
bureaucracy.33  These groups were shortly followed by many peasants, who, however, 
were more inclined to return to their lands, which were often their only source of 
                                                 
29 See maps and diagrams in Lory, pp. 46-47. 
30 Lory, p. 35; Turan, p. 106. 
31 Turan, pp. 106-108. 
32 Ibid, pp. 106-108. 
33 Lory, p. 41, Tretyakova, Nikitina and Valeva pp.  332,  Sakarbalkan, p. 193. 
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income.  Thus, to paraphrase Crampton’s obervation, Turks in the countryside had 
lost their social power with the departure of the large landowners, while those living 
in the cities lost their leadership with the emigration of the intelligentsia, trade and 
small business owners.34 
 Another consequence of the migrations was the general decline of urban 
Muslim population, as the social elite who used to live mainly in the cities and its 
members were not as willing to adapt themselves to the new order unlike many 
peasants, already mentioned.  In fact it was also the new Bulgarian authorities who 
sent away many Ottoman functionaries.35  The decrease trend in the Muslim urban 
population was particularly explicit in the western part of the country.  It was in the 
towns of the north-east  that the greatest number of Muslims, Turks in particular, was 
preserved.36   
 The new social pattern of the Muslim community was to remain characteristic 
for the entire period of the Principality and was to reflect on issues of education as 
well.  Therefore, data on students, schools and teachers were indicative of the status 
and condition of the Muslim community.  For example, a look at the social 
background of the Muslim students in 1894/95 school year reveals that 88% of them 
came from agricultural families, 4-5% came from families occupied in the crafts, such 
as tailoring, shoemaking, and barbery, and only 1% were from families of teachers or 
religious functionaries.37  The latter figure is also a suggestion of the small number of 
learned and educated people in the Muslim community.  About 88% of the school-
children lived in poverty and, especially the ones who lived in villages, could not 
devote much time to their lessons as they were expected to help their families in the 
                                                 
34 Crampton, The Turks, pp. 57-58. 
35 Lory, p. 41. 
36 See the detailed tables in Crampton, The Turks on pp. 72-77 and his analysis on pp. 56-57. 
37 Sakarbalkan, p. 193. 
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cultivation of land or in animal husbandry.38  What is further important is the fact that 
only half of the Muslim school-age children actually went to school,39 even though 
the Bulgarian Constitution formally ruled that primary education was free and 
obligatory.  But even if the Bulgarian authorities were willing to apply the 
constitutional provision to the Muslim inhabitants, they would hardly be able to 
enforce it effectively, as the north-east was plagued by brigandry and the countryside 
was not easily accessible.40 
 The attitude of the representatives of the Muslim community in the 
Principality towards education was well portrayed in a couple of letters by Muslim 
teachers addressed to Kesimzade Mehmed Rüştü, a patron of Muslim schools in the 
region of Shumen/Şumnu.  In September 1890  Mehmed Emin, a teacher at the school 
in Osman Pazar, wrote that he was not sure whether the majority of the class of 30 
students would continue their education in the forthcoming year, as their parents 
preferred to give them off as apprentices.41  Much more emotional and informative is 
the letter of the principal of the rüşdiye in Shumen/Şumnu, Ali Cevad, who 
voluntarily had undertaken the role of an inspector of the local primary schools.  He 
complained about a number of irregularities at the mekteb attached to the Şeref Paşa 
mosque that had led to a decline in the quality of learning.  He reported that the 
students did not come to classes regularly, while their families did not show concern 
whether their children attended school.  To improve the situation, Ali Cevad proposed 
that families and teachers would be warned, while the school had to be taken under a 
special supervision.42  Another issue to which Ali Cevad drew the attention of 
Kesimzade Mehmed Rüştü and the Muslim educational council presided by him was 
                                                 
38 Ibid, pp. 53-54. 
39 Ibid, pp. 193. 
40 Lory, p. 58; Crampton, The Turks, p. 54. 
41 NBKM, Şm 33/25. 
42 NBKM, Şm 17/27. 
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the poor performance of the teachers.  They not only had lax criteria about 
absenteeism, but also had tried to cheat about the progress of the students by 
submitting higher grades in the official examination protocol, while the grades in the 
examination records were twice as low.43 
 In fact problems with teaching cadres were not specific just for the mekteb at 
Şerif Paşa but represented an ailment of all Muslim schools, especially the ones at the 
primary level.  The migration of the better educated members of the Muslim 
community left a negative imprint in that aspect of education too.  Teachers came 
from variegated educational and social backgrounds, and for many of them the 
teaching profession was no more than a part-time occupation.  A number of them 
exercised simultaneously the functions of the village imam or müezzin, while others 
were former petty clerks who obviously could find no better profession.44  The 
educational status of the nearly 1,500 Muslim teachers in 1894/95 was approximately 
as follows:  about half of them were only primary school graduates, 40% had medrese 
training, 10% had a rüşdiye diploma and only 9 individuals had attended some high 
school.45  Of similar importance was the age of the primary school teachers – the 
prevailing majority towards 1894/95 were over the age of forty, people who were 
disappointed and embittered with life and who had lost their dynamism.  Only about a 
quarter were younger than thirty.46 
 Unfortunately, there are no figures published about the educational 
background of teachers at the rüşdiyes, undoubtedly much better, having in mind that 
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44 Sakarbalkan, p. 190. 
45 Todor Ivanov, “Literacy of the Population in Bulgaria” pp. 31-60 in Uchilishten pregled (School 
Review).  From then on UP, #1, January 1896. 
46 Sakarbalkan, p. 190. 
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the Ottomans sent many qualified instructors, the details of which will be discussed in 
the next chapter. 
 Finally, the war had an impact on the school institutions themselves.   Some 
buildings were destroyed in the course of military activities, such as the rüşdiye in 
Stara Zagora, that burned at the time of the Russian offensive to this town.47  In the 
immediate aftermath of the war other school buildings started serving alternative 
purposes, as they were transformed into administrative quarters and barracks, such as 
the five school buildings in Provadi48 and the rüşdiye in Rusçuk.49 Well-known is the 
fate of the rüşdiye building in Vidin that, in spite of the complaints of the local 
Muslims, was converted into a ball-room.  The chronic deficit of suitable premises for 
schools thus emerged to be another of the multiple hardships that plagued Muslim 
education and was the occasion for a number of petitions for aid sent to the Ottoman 
government.  The issue, like many others, was not completely solved, for as late as 
April 1906 there were petitions, as the one from the Muslims of Karlovo, describing 
the wretched state of the local schools.  At the boys’ school in this town three classes 
brought to sit in one place.  In the girls’ school, because of the lack of desks, pupils 
had to sit on the floor with books in their hands, so no high expectations could be 
made about their progress.50 
II. The New Muslim Elite, the Attitude of the Bulgarian Authorities Towards Muslim 
Education, and the Legislative Bases for its Organization and Development 
 A particularly ostensible demographic effect from emigration was the loss of 
the greater part of the Muslim elite who naturally would play the role of initiators in 
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48 Sakarbalkan, p. 186. 
49 BOA, A.MTZ.04, 13/2.  The rüşdiye was eventually restored to the Muslim community of the town 
after an active correspondence with the Hariciye and the intervention of the Bulgarian prince in 
January, 1885. 
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the revival of Muslim education.  The loss, however, was not complete, as there still 
remained a group of educated and socially active Muslims who emerged as the new 
Muslim elite in the Principality.  They assumed the role of leaders of the cultural and 
social life of the community and acted as its representatives at the local and central 
government level.  An example of a representative of this elite was the already 
mentioned Kesimzade Mehmed Rüştü, who was a member of the administrative 
council in Shumen/Şumnu.  He actively defended the rights of Muslims in law cases 
for the restoration of property, and supported their cause when the issue of the 
introduction of Bulgarian as the compulsory language in the courts provoked debates 
and protests.51  As was already discussed, he also showed interest in Muslim 
educational affairs, donated money and in return obviously required teachers to report 
on the progress of students.  Among the other representatives of this elite were Tahir 
Lütfü Tokay; a teacher in Rusçuk and one of the founders of the Congress of the 
Turkish teachers; Tokalıoğlu Mehmed Talat, a founder of the Muslim library 
(kıraathane) in Shumen/Şumnu and later a member of parliament; Hafiz Abdullah 
Fehmi, a distinguished teacher in Pravishte (Eskicuma); Süleyman Sırrı Tokay, again 
a distinguished teacher and writer.52 
 Furthermore, the existence of about 50 newspapers in Turkish during the 
Principality period was another evidence that there were attempts to set anew the 
intellectual and cultural life of the community by a number of aspiring or professional 
publicists who emerged as the members of the new intelligentsia.53  Thus, although 
the new Muslim elite was not as numerous, favoured and did not enjoy such a high 
                                                 
51 Information on Kesimzade is contained in a number of documents, mainly letters, obviously part of 
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status compared to the time when Bulgaria was part of the Ottoman Empire, we have 
to disagree with Sakarbalkan  who unsparingly classifies the members of the Muslim 
community in the Principality as "dregs" (tortu).54 
 A logical question to follow would be whether the Muslim elite observing the 
critical condition of Muslim education tried to act as an intermediary and demand the 
Bulgarian government take some measures for its improvement.  A more definite and 
thorough answer to this question would require a further in-depth research of 
Bulgarian sources.  The conclusion that is imposed from the sources surveyed for this 
study, however, suggests that the Muslims and the representatives of their elite 
actively sought the mediation of the representatives of the Ottoman government, who 
in turn addressed the Bulgarian authorities.  Undoubtedly, many Muslims still 
perceived themselves as part of Ottoman society, evidenced by the fact that a great 
number preferred to remain Ottoman subjects on documents, and consequently saw 
the Ottoman government and the Sultan as the responsible ones for the defence of 
their rights.  Yet there was an additional factor that convinced the Muslims from the 
Principality to look towards Istanbul for an alleviation of their ails: the Bulgarians 
simply did not show much interest in the spiritual and social organization of the 
Muslim community, least of all in its educational matters.55 
 It was the organization and improvement of the Bulgarian public educational 
system that was of higher priority, signified by the fact that no mention was made of 
Muslim schools in the first two pieces of legislation concerning education issued in 
                                                 
54 Sakarbalkan, p. 190 
55 The Decree (Ukaz) 321 of the Ministry of Foreign and Religious Affairs of July 9, 1880 published in 
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Bulgarian agent in Istanbul, Sofia, May 18, 1885, pp. 556-558.   
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Bulgaria.  The Temporary Decree of Public Schools (Privremenen ustav na narodnite 
uchilishta), issued in 1878 and the Law of the Material Support and Educational 
Reform of Schools (Zakon za materialnata podkrepa na obrazovatelnata reforma) in 
1880, brought regulation only to Bulgarian public schools,56 as their titles would 
suggest.  It was not until 1885 that a law concerning Muslim schools was realized. 
 Far from pushing the cause of the Bulgarians, it should be noted that there 
were a number of internal political and social factors that conditioned the relative lack 
of attention to Muslim educational affairs.  The years until 1885 were a time during 
which the Principality went through an active political transformation and 
experienced a number of changes that will be accounted for briefly. 
 Popular dissatisfaction with the Berlin Treaty did not subside for a year after 
its signing, and was to carry on in the discussions of the first Grand Parliamentary 
Assembly that convened in February 1879.  For a while, candid discussions and 
emotional speeches as to whether to accept or boycott the peace treaty dominated the 
agenda.57  Only two months later were the deputies able to set upon work on the major 
task for which they had convened -- to vote in a constitution.  In the bitter debate  
surrounding the process of voting the Dondukov-Korsakov  project for a constitution, 
the major dividing line of political conviction emerged and set the beginnings of the 
party system in Bulgaria initially composed of Conservatives and Liberals.58  The two 
major parties, which were later to split into numerous smaller factions, were seldom to 
come to agreement even on issues of national importance.  
 Another major political factor in Bulgarian political life was Russia and the 
attitude towards her.  Indeed, Bulgarian popular opinion saw the Russians as the 
"liberators from the yoke,” but soon after 1878 there was a strong anti-Russian 
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attitude in formation, particularly among the members of the Conservative Party. The 
Bulgarians started to be irritated by the behaviour of the members of the Russian 
provisional administration, who sought to intervene indiscriminately in all kinds of 
political affairs, greatly underestimating the desire of the Bulgarians to rule 
themselves freely.59  More suspicions emerged during the discussions for the selection 
of a Bulgarian prince.  Rumours started circulating that Dondukov wanted to become 
a prince himself, and for that end he instigated discontent in Eastern Rumelia.60  
Russian plans were to exercise influence not so overtly, so instead of a Russian 
subject,  Alexander Battenberg, member of the Hessian nobility, became a Bulgarian 
prince.  He was well-connected to the Russian Tsar, being his nephew, and was 
expected to behave as a Russian protégé.  However, the 22 year-old prince arrived in 
Bulgaria with the conviction that the newly adopted constitution was far too liberal for 
such a politically inexperienced country61 and was determined to rule effectively, not 
just follow foreign instructions.62  In his view Bulgaria was "flooded" with Russians, 
obviously implying not only the Russian officials who remained as advisors after the 
withdrawal of the troops, but also the number of businessmen who had come to the 
country.63  The feelings of dislike were apparently mutual since three weeks after his 
arrival he had antagonized all the Russian officials, and had to appeal to his uncle, the 
Tsar, to mediate a reconciliation.64  In the years to follow Bulgarian politics assumed 
the form of what was satirically described by Crampton as a "non-too-decorous 
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quadrille danced by four separate political factors"65 -- the Prince, the Russians, the 
Conservatives and the Liberals.  In April 1881 the Prince, taking advantage of the 
suitable conditions, dismissed the Parliament and suspended the constitution.   At the 
elections, staged and manipulated by him, the Conservatives won the majority and 
formed a puppet government, an instrument of the Prince himself.  The constitution 
was eventually restored in September 1883, not without significant pressure from the 
Liberals, who in addition tried to neutralize the actions of two conservative Russian 
generals, Sobolev and Kaulbars, who were in the Bulgarian government.  The next 
years could hardly be described as a time of complete stability.  However, political 
life assumed a more regular form, so eventually Bulgarian law-makers could give 
some thought to matters like the proper institutionalization of education.   
 “The Law for the Public and Private Schools” (Zakon za obshtestvenite i 
chastnite uchilishta) enacted on February 9, 1885 devoted a whole chapter to Muslim 
schools, gave clarity to the principles on which they were to function and specified the 
sources of their support.  According to the law, Muslim schools were to be financially 
supported by the inhabitants of the whole municipality if its members were entirely 
Muslim.  In cases where the population was mixed, a proportional share was to be 
contributed by the Muslim inhabitants,66 while every mahalle was required to support 
its own school.67  Income from vakıfs was to be another source of income for these 
schools.68  There were a couple of provisions regarding the curriculum of all schools – 
Bulgarian was to be a compulsory subject and classes like reading, writing, 
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mathematics and geography were to be included alongside religion.69  Except for the 
aforementioned compulsory stipulations, the Muslim community was left with a 
considerable degree of legal freedom with regard to school matters.   Schools were to 
be overseen by the Muslim members of the local municipal council, and in case these 
included less than three Muslims, a special board of trustees elected from among the 
local Muslim population was to exercise this function.70  Furthermore, teachers in 
Muslim schools were to be appointed by the Muslim community itself, the only 
requirement was for them to be Bulgarian citizens, as well as to get the approval of 
the Bulgarian school inspectors.71  The latter provisions, however, were not reinforced 
very strictly since on a number of occasions the Ottoman government sent teachers 
from the Empire and the Bulgarian authorities made no significant protests. 
 The soft attitude espoused by Bulgarian law to Muslim education along with 
the passive role of the Bulgarian authorities in practice meant no effort to aid Muslim 
schools out of the difficult condition to which they had been reduced.  As it has 
already been discussed in the previous paragraphs, the majority of the educated 
Muslims who could have exercised a leading role as supervisors of the schools had 
left while the few of the Muslim elite were limited to exercising these functions only 
in some villages and small towns.  What was further important was the fact that the 
Muslim community in its majority was very poor and could not afford to support 
schools and teachers.  In this respect the next major piece of legislation, the “Law of 
National  Education” (Zakon za narodnoto prosveshtenie) enacted on 23 January 1892 
provided an alleviation only theoretically. 
 Before discussing more concretely the provisions the new law made, it is 
necessary to dwell a little bit on the events and circumstances which surrounded its 
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enactment.  The “Law of National Education” was drawn and promulgated at the time 
of Stefan Stambolov’s prime ministry and reflected some specific characteristics of its 
patron’s policy.  The years between 1886-1894, during which Stambolov was 
practically in full control over the affairs of Bulgaria (first as a regent, and then as a 
prime minister), were a time of rapprochement between Bulgaria and the Ottoman 
Empire.  The reason for which the former revolutionary and contemporary advocate 
of Bulgarian independence, and the old enemy and current suzerain, were brought 
together was a shared dislike for Russia.  Indeed, the pace with which relations 
between Bulgaria and the Ottoman Empire improved after the dramatic events of the 
union with Eastern Rumelia in 1885, the costly war with Serbia and the Russian 
engineered putsch against Prince Battenberg, and his subsequent abdication that left 
the Bulgarian throne empty and the country politically divided and unstable, was quite 
remarkable.  The Porte pursued a course of cooperation with Stambolov since the very 
first days when he came into control of the situation and started consolidating his 
power into what was to emerge as an authoritarian regime.  As Stambolov suppressed 
a series of plots among the Bulgarian Russophile military in 1886 and the first months 
of 1887, the Sultan sent his personal congratulations to the minister-regent.72  
Stambolov, who was among the few statesmen to address Abdülhamid with the title 
“Caliph,”73 did not remain with this title for too long.  In August 1887, Ferdinand 
Saxe-Coburg Gotha was crowned as  Bulgarian prince, but as Russian and Austrian 
opposition to his enthronement persisted, and the situation in the country was still 
vaguely known to him. The new prince  preferred to bide his time and leave the affairs 
of the state in Stambolov’s hands for the meanwhile.  A princely decree of August 20, 
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1887 declared Stambolov the Minister-President of the country,74 in which post he 
was to remain until 1894.  The relations between the Principality and the Ottoman 
Empire in the ensuing years constituted of a series of trade offs, in which the major 
aim pursued by the Ottomans  was to secure Bulgaria as an anti-Russian buffer on the 
Balkans,75 while Stambolov, and no doubt many of his compatriots, desired to keep a 
strong step in Macedonia, that could only be guaranteed by the good will of the 
Ottoman government.76  An example of the mutual cooperation policy was the issuing 
of three berats in 1890 in which the Sultan decreed the ceding of the bishoprics in 
Skopje, Veles and Ohrid to the Bulgarian Exarchate.77  On the other hand, when 
Armenian revolutionaries, suspected of plotting bomb attacks in Istanbul, were  
arrested in Ruse/Rusçuk, Stambolov readily handed them to the Ottomans.    The act 
was reciprocated by an order of the grand vizier Kamil Paşa to the valis in Macedonia 
not to interfere in Bulgarian school affairs there.78 
 Stambolov probably felt obliged to grant a concession of a similar kind to 
Muslim education in the Principality, so the Law of National Education was to remain 
the one that offered the most favourable treatment for Muslim schools throughout the 
whole period.  The law established a major distinction between public and private 
schools conditioned by the eligibility for state funding.79  Muslim schools  were 
mentioned explicitly as the only private institutions eligible to receive support from 
the state and the local municipality budget.80  The rest of the articles concerning 
Muslim education were more or less a reiteration of the ones in the preceding 
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educational law.  The effects of the law, however, should not be overestimated, as aid 
promised on paper was not always effectively awarded, a matter that was to come up 
occasionally in the dispatches of the Ottoman commissioner in Sofia.81 
 Another piece of legislation concerning education was the “Law for Primary 
and Secondary Education (Zakon za osnovnoto i sredno obrazovanie), published on  
January 8, 1908.  In many ways it represented a reiteration of the already specified 
conditions of functioning of Muslim schools, except that it contained more details, as 
to the duration of the course of education, fees to be paid to certain schools, and 
subjects to be included in the schedule.  This time Muslim schools were grouped with 
other minorities’ and again, although private by status, Muslim schools were declared 
eligible for state funding.82  Some further requirements were made as to the 
qualification of Muslim teachers, who had to have at least as much knowledge giving 
them the right to the title “hoca.”83   
 It should be reiterated again that although some efforts were made to 
incorporate Muslim education into some kind of regulation, its organization indeed 
was not the primary preoccupation neither of the legislators who drew the laws, nor of 
the politicians, who tried to play its card in exchange for other more important gains.  
To paraphrase Lory’s conclusion, the government of Bulgaria, except for the first 
troubled years, did not preoccupy themselves with the destiny of the Muslim 
community.  Their attention was directed to internal political struggles and efforts for 
revisionism of the national question.84  The lack of concern on the part of the 
Bulgarian authorities as to the course of the development of Muslim education was 
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demonstrated by the fact that little was done to provide the promised funding.  
Bulgarians were also pretty lax in their criteria for appointment of teachers.  Although 
all the educational laws explicitly stated that teachers had to be Bulgarian subjects, 
there were a number of cases evidenced by sources from the Prime Ministry Ottoman 
Archive in Istanbul that Ottoman subjects were appointed as teachers and practiced 
their profession undisturbed by the Bulgarian authorities.  Similarly, little attention 
was paid to the fact that many Muslim students, in search of higher education, applied 
to schools in the Ottoman Empire and remained there permanently, a tendency 
described in the report of the Ottoman commissioner in Sofia Ali Ferruh in a report 
dated 1902.85   
Moreover, the Bulgarian authorities did not expend much effort to cope with 
the widespread illiteracy among Muslims, despite reports of school inspectors 
signalling alarming rates.  In fact, it was school inspectors, among few, who showed 
most interest in the condition of Muslim education and who were able to give the 
most elaborate reports based on their immediate observations.  However, their status 
did not offer many possibilities for taking effective measures, so they often could go 
only as far as just publishing their observations alongside their recommendations.  In 
this connection, it would be useful to consider here briefly three articles published in 
the major nationwide journal for education, the Uchilishten pregled (The School 
Review), that can give us an idea about Muslim education as seen through the eyes of 
three Bulgarian school inspectors. 
 The first article, titled “Literacy of the Population of Bulgaria” (Gramotnost na 
naselenieto v Bulgaria), and written by Todor Ivanov, was published in the first issue 
of the journal in January 1896 and relates statistics and comments on the subject that 
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drew upon the previous couple of years. Ivanov remarks that religious affiliation was 
the major element when it came to the categorization of the levels of literacy in the 
Principality.  The most educated group were the Jews, followed by the Gregorian 
Armenians and the Protestants.  Catholics and Orthodox appeared to have similar 
levels of literacy, and the last place was taken by Muslims.  Ivanov does not spend 
much time on discussing the mentioned non-Muslim groups, and only briefly 
comments on the high literacy level among Jews, Armenians and Protestants, 
attributing it to the good organization of their schools.86  He, on the other hand, dwells 
extensively on the literacy levels among the Muslim community and their school 
organization.  The author constantly reiterates that the higher percentage of Muslims 
in the population of a certain area coincided with the lower literacy there.87  The 
villages of Akkadınlar, Balpınar and Novo Selo (Aytos region) displayed the lowest 
literacy rates, the worst case being Akkadınlar with a total of 7.46% literate people.  
This figure was to be compared with the literacy rate for the entire population of the 
Principality, which was 20%.88  The existence of low literacy rates among Muslims 
would stand out even more, continues the author, if it was juxtaposed to the numerous 
schools they had where the children studied without a vacation throughout the entire 
year.  Ivanov ascribes the lack of any result from schooling among Muslims to the 
fact that most of the Turkish teachers were hocas who were only able to teach 
religion.89  Besides drawing some conclusions based on the displayed statistical data, 
the author makes no further suggestions of how to improve the conditions of Muslim 
education that would eventually contribute to the bring up the level of literacy of the 
Muslim community. 
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 Similar observations for the same 1894-95 school year were made by Kiril 
Popov in his report on “Primary Education in Bulgaria in 1894-95.” (Nachalnoto 
obrazovanie v Bulgaria prez 1894-1895)90  Based on the data he displays, Muslim 
schools represented 27.74% of all the primary schools in Bulgaria and were counted 
as private institutions.91  As it can be concluded from the comparative tables, Muslims 
had the largest organized school network after the Bulgarians and the greatest number 
of schools per capita, the greatest concentration of which was naturally in north-east 
Bulgaria.  In fact, there were very few places without a Muslim school.  Even the 
district of Akkadınlar, which sadly led the statistics for illiteracy at the time, had 77 
primary schools.92  Popov too makes a parallel between the high percentage of 
Muslims in the population of a certain area and the low levels of literacy there93 but 
offers no proposal as to how to improve the quality and level of Muslim education.   
In this respect the article “The Private Primary Schools in Bulgaria” (Chastnite 
nachalni uchilishta v Bulgaria) by Nikola Iv. Vankov, published ten years later, stands 
out.  In an eloquent manner, Vankov presents his views about private education in 
Bulgaria and the ways through which it could be improved.  In his argument, 
assuming quite passionate tones at times, we can also perceive the fears and anxieties 
many Bulgarians had about giving Muslims too much freedom and advantages in their 
education.  Vankov points out that the Bulgarian state has generously provided free 
primary education to all Bulgarian subjects, regardless of their religious affiliation, 
and that providing support to certain private schools would not be fair.94  The author 
then provides a contrast of the advantages and disadvantages of public and private 
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education, advocating the superiority of the former, and putting a special accent on 
Turkish schools in an attempt to emphasize the inferiority of the latter.  Vankov 
argues that since the state had more funds, teachers in public schools were better paid 
and therefore had an incentive to provide better instruction.  Private schools, on the 
other hand, suffered from a chronic lack of means of support, this being particularly 
severe in Turkish schools in the countryside because of the inability of the poor 
families to pay the school fees.95  Furthermore, teachers in Turkish schools 
themselves complained that they were expected to teach too many subjects, so they 
did not have time to provide instruction in courses like Bulgarian language, history 
and geography.96  In rural schools, the author asserts, instruction was even worse, as it 
was a well known fact that the only subject taught there  was religion along with the 
basics of reading and writing.97  Thus, the author implies, Muslim schools in the 
countryside had emerged as bastions of conservatism, against which unfortunately 
nothing could be done for fear of awakening opposition and fanaticism.98  Town 
schools, as it is evident from their schedules published on pages 698 to 700, were 
better and there was visible strife with regards the introduction of new methods.  That, 
however, was achieved at the expense of the division and struggle between the old 
and new teachers, which also brought disagreement within the Muslim community.99   
The attempts of the Bulgarian educational authorities, on the other hand, had 
not brought many results, even when it came to the compulsory introduction of 
classes in the Bulgarian language.  Vankov cites the remarks of school inspectors,  
who noted that in some rural Muslim schools “children could not respond to basic 
commands in Bulgarian, such as ‘get up’ and ‘sit down’” and “(wrote) in the Cyrillic 
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alphabet from right to left.”100  In fact, the author continues, far too much Turkish was 
studied together with subjects related to the Ottoman Empire, in which the knowledge 
presented was often insulting to Bulgaria.  And that was no wonder, since the books 
and maps used in Muslim schools were sent from Istanbul.  A particular example was 
the fact that maps printed as late as 1904  presented Bulgaria and Bosnia-Herzegovina 
as parts of the Ottoman Empire.  Vankov predicts that by inspiring such 
“chauvinistic” moods in private schools, children would not be able to grow together 
as citizens of one state.101  So, the author suggests, if the state was not able to make all 
children go to public schools unless private would be closed, it had to make its best 
not to allow the tendencies of irredentism to continue.102  For that purpose, a special 
regime had to be applied to Turkish rural schools.  The state that until then had given 
subsidies to Turkish schools because of political considerations and anxieties, had to 
transform them into rewards for the striving and excelling ones.  In fact, the best 
solution would be to ban the collection of taxes from the local population, which, the 
author predicts,  would in the long run turn to the benefit of the Turkish population, 
despite the fact it would be seen as a restriction of their privileges in the short term.103   
The article, being far from being impartial and conveying the author’s 
personal convictions about private education, also relates in quite stereotypical and 
sweeping terms, the prevailing attitude among Bulgarians to Muslim education that 
was based on the following premises:  Concessions to the Muslim community, 
including aid to Muslim education, were dictated by political considerations that were 
rarely openly stated.  The Bulgarians knew very well about the hardships of Muslim 
education, as well as about the low literacy rates among Muslims, especially in the 
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villages, but had no illusions about their improvement.  Interference in the affairs of 
Muslim education, even attempts to enforce effectively the existing legal provisions, 
would be met with resentment on the part of the Muslim community and would even 
threaten to break up the delicate modus vivendi to which relations between the two 
groups had eventually stabilized.  There was also an anxiety that an attempt to impose 
some kind of compulsory measures would further provoke the protests of the 
Ottomans, who in the course of time had become increasingly interested and involved 
in Muslim educational affairs.  Eventually, Bulgarians did not wish to bring any 
further complications into their internal political life and they simply preferred to 
leave Muslim education to its own course of development and tend their own political 
squabbles. 
As it has already been described, two of the actors who might have some 
attitude to Muslim education, the Muslim community in the Principality and the 
Bulgarian authorities, were respectively too weak and poor or preoccupied with other 
matters and anxious of political complications to do something for the improvement 
and organization of Muslim schools.  That left the third actor, the Ottoman 
government, with the major responsibility of providing support and aid to Muslim 
education, which it readily assumed, justifying its actions with the duty to defend the 
right of their co-religionists.  The concrete measures taken by the Ottomans in this 
respect, the ways in which the Muslim community in Bulgaria regarded them, the 
problems with which they encountered in the course of the execution of the policy 
along with its effects will be the subject of the following chapter. 
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CHAPTER 3
Ottoman Aid to Muslim Schools in the Principality
By the 1870s, the Ottomans had apparently realized the benefits of schools as one of
the places where, along with basic reading and writing, the major principles on which
Ottoman society was to be based were also taught.  As the Ottoman educational
system would experience further centralization during the period of Abdülhamid II,
the stress on social disciplining – the teaching of the necessary values that would
transform pupils into exemplary subjects of the Ottoman state – also increased.1  In
other words, to make use of a term treated by Gellner, schools in the Ottoman Empire
extensively acquired the function of the major institutions for social reproduction
where young individuals were brought up according to set principles and upon
graduation were ready to assume their role in society.2  Similarly, although they never
made any theoretical justifications, the Ottomans tried to use school institutions
belonging to the Muslims in Bulgaria for the same purpose. In order to maintain the
social and cultural bonds with the community that had remained isolated there, it was
important to emphasize and reinforce the common ties of religion and language, as
well as to convey the new ideas and tendencies that appeared and developed in
Ottoman society.  The goal was to ensure the parallel development of the Muslim
community in the Principality with the one residing in the Empire proper,
safeguarding their consciousness, which at the point of their separation from the
Ottoman state and society was still under formation, and warding off any advances for
assimilation on the part of the Bulgarians.   On the way to achieving this goal there
were two  objectives: to set up educational criteria and conditions as close as possible
to the ones existing in the Empire, and to keep the Muslim education system out of
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Bulgarian intervention and control.  In order to achieve the former objective, the
Ottomans engaged in an active policy of providing material aid to Muslim schools in
the Principality. The realization of the latter involved the joint efforts of the Ottoman
commissioner in Bulgaria, the Ottoman government and the educational boards of the
local Muslim communities.  The efforts made towards the accomplishment of these
two objectives will be discussed separately in the forthcoming pages.
Ottoman Material Aid to Muslim Educational Establishments in Bulgaria
The review of the documents from the Prime Ministry Ottoman Archive in Istanbul
allows us to classify Ottoman material aid into four categories: provision of funds for
the construction and repair of schools, mainly rüşdiyes; appointment of teachers along
with the assumption of responsibility for paying their salaries; sending of books and
maps; and granting of scholarships to Muslim students from the Principality and
Eastern Rumelia to continue their studies in higher education establishment in the
Empire.
Although their involvement over the years would become crucial for the
survival of Muslim schools in the Principality, at first the Ottomans were quite
apprehensive to interfere in school affairs in Bulgaria, as evidenced by the dispatch
from the Ottoman Ministry of Education (Maarif Nezareti) to the Foreign Ministry
(Hariciye), dated July 29, 1880, which is also the first document of many that refers to
this topic.3  The letter informed of the petition of the Muslims from Varna to have a
teacher appointed to the local rüşdiye by the Ottoman Ministry of Education, which
was also asked to assume the payment of his salary, an extra which they could not
afford to pay because of their poverty.  The Hariciye was asked for an advice on the
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matter, as at such a delicate moment a similar encroachment could incite political
difficulties between the two countries.
By the beginning of 1881, however, the Ottoman government apparently felt
comfortable enough and considered the situation stable to delegate a teacher to the
aforementioned school and even make arrangements with Bank-ı Osmaniye for the
payment of his salary.4  The Sultan even further approved the allocation of an
additional sum of money for finishing the construction of a rüşdiye for girls in the
same town.5  These documents also indicate that, contrary to the general assumption,
prior to the opening of the “first” rüşdiye in the Principality in Şumen in 1885,6 there
was already one in Varna, as far as the arrangements for the appointment of a teacher
can be taken as evidence of that.  In fact, the rüşdiye in Rusçuk could also contest for
precedence over the one in Şumen itself, for as early as February 1884 there were
negotiations for the appointment of a principal (muallim-i evvel) to the rüşdiye that
would be opened soon.7  It was specified that the teacher would receive his salary
amounting to 1,500 guruş from the budget of the Ottoman Ministry of Education.  The
rüşdiye was officially opened in August 1884 but apparently had to temporarily use
another premise, as the original building that had been built in Ottoman times was
currently used as a barracks by the Bulgarians.  The matter of the restoration of the
building to its primary purpose and owners, as already mentioned in the previous
chapter, occupied much of the efforts of the Ottoman commissioner Nihat Paşa, the
Bulgarian Foreign Ministry and the Hariciye.  Eventually, at the beginning of 1885,
the building was free to assume its original function.  Education for girls was not
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forgotten either.  By 1903 in Şumen there was a functioning rüşdiye for girls for
which was in need of a new female teacher, which was demanded from Istanbul.8
Special attention was given to the demand that teachers sent from the Empire
would be able to teach according to the “new method” (usul-ü cedid), a quality held in
high esteem by both members of the Muslim community in Bulgaria and the
Ottomans.  The petition of the müftü of Şumen regarding the appointment of a teacher
for the rüşdiye school contained also the desire that the selected candidate be aware of
the new method of teaching (usul-ü cedid vakıf olan) in addition to having
qualifications in the French language.9
The importance attached by the Ottomans to the fact that teachers sent to the
Principality should be able to teach in accordance with the “new method” was also
displayed in the position they adopted during a scandal surrounding the changing of
the principal of the rüşdiye at Filibe that took place in the autumn of 1894, a case that
will be referred further on to demonstrate other specifics of Ottoman policy.  For the
purposes of implementing educational reforms taking place in schools throughout the
Empire, and introducing the usul-ü cedid to the Filibe rüşdiye, it was necessary to
appoint a new principal acquainted with the aforementioned innovations.  A suitable
candidate was found in the person of a certain Ragıb Efendi, one of the local people,
who was among the best graduates of the Mekteb-i sultani in Istanbul.  Initially, the
Grand Vizierate did not approve Ragıb’s appointment since he had graduated in May
of the same year, and the assumption of such an important position three months later
was not considered proper.10  Eventually, the decision was reconsidered and consent
was granted for young Ragıb to take up the principal’s chair.  That, however, was to
be done at the expense of the removal of the old principal Tahsin Efendi, who had
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consecutively been elected to this post for the last five years, but who was considered
no longer appropriate as he had graduated the Darülmuallimin in Istanbul 22 years
before.  Tahsin Efendi, determined to struggle by all means against his removal,
gathered a group of 30 people who were his supporters and appealed to all possible
institutions that could have the vaguest relation to Muslim education, including the
Bulgarian authorities.  The latter, readily adopting Tahsin’s cause, did not approve of
Ragıb’s appointment, nor the new program patterned closely upon the one in Ottoman
schools.  Tahsin, however, was apparently out of favour with the rest of the parties of
the argument, particularly with the Ottoman authorities.  They stood firmly for the
appointment of Ragıb Efendi and eventually succeeded in making it so.  Apparently,
one of the major Ottoman concerns was to appoint a principal who would be able to
carry out educational reforms in one of the exemplary rüşdiyes in Bulgaria parallel to
the ones taking place in the core-lands of the Empire itself, at least in practice, even if
their execution was not endorsed officially by the Bulgarian authorities.
The Ottoman Ministry of Education also remained responsible for the
dismissal of incompetent teachers.  In May of 1885, the Muslims of Varna
complained about the ineffectiveness of the Arabic and Persian teacher in the local
rüşdiye and appealed to the Ministry to award his salary to a more deserving person.11
The sending of books was an activity in which the Ottomans showed much
consistency in performing, though only as far as the resources of the Ministry of
Education would allow.  Initially, shipments of books were made to Eastern
Rumelia.12 These were later not interrupted when the province was unified with the
Principality.  Schools in Bulgaria also received grants of books, after making the
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necessary petition procedures.13  A characteristic feature of that form of aid was the
tendency to send books to primary as well as secondary schools, reflecting the needs
for special books in accordance with the subjects, such as Ottoman-Turkish, Arabic
and Persian, included in the curricula.  It was not until a later period, towards the
beginning of the 1930s, that the Muslim community in the Principality was able to
print its own books and text-books authored and translated by local Muslim educators,
as until then it exclusively relied on books sent from Istanbul.14
In order to assess the significance of this kind of aid, and the influence it had
on the upbringing of the Muslim pupils of the Principality, it would be necessary to
consider the kind of readings they received from Istanbul.  The Ottomans did not go
to the pains of printing special books designed expressly for the Muslims in Bulgaria,
as they did for the Slavic speaking community of Bosnia and the Greek speakers of
Crete, as the Muslims in the Principality were in their great majority proficient in the
Ottoman-Turkish language.  A survey of the correspondence accompanying the
shipment of books, as well as a consultation with two lists of books attached, reveal
that the books sent to the Principality were the same as the ones used in schools in the
Empire itself.  Furthermore, the responses of the Ottoman Ministry of Education to
requests for books informed that only those books that were on the list of a special
depot associated with the same institution, the so called Maarif kütüphanesi, could be
delivered.15  The Ministry informed that the purchase of books outside the list would
be very expensive and could not be afforded, so it would be necessary for the schools
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themselves to order and pay for them.16  As it has already been asserted, Muslim
schools in Bulgaria were in a difficult financial situation so that, most likely, they
used the books delivered from the Maarif kütüphanesi.  The books sent to Bulgaria
conditioned the curriculum and the subject matter to be taught in the schools, so
having in mind that the Maarif kütüphanesi was the supplier of books all over the
Empire, it would be logical to conclude that Muslim pupils in the Principality who
had access to those books were exposed to the same ideas and political and moral
perceptions as their counterparts in Ottoman schools.  Books on subjects like Morality
(Ahlâk) conveyed the prevailing values and ethical standards sanctioned by
Hamidian censorship.17
History books on the other hand, as suggested by Somel, reflected “the official
political attitude of the period in question”18 and offered interpretations of events not
to the liking of Bulgarian school inspectors, if we are to remember Vankov’s article.19
However, there are no clues that Muslim schools in Bulgaria received history books
expressing extreme ideological perspectives deliberately designed to undermine the
prestige of the Principality.  For example, the shipment to the rüşdiye in Rusçuk in the
autumn of 1885 contained 100 copies of Ahmed Vefik Paşa’s Fezleke-i tarih-i
osmani,20 one of the history books commonly used in Ottoman schools at the time that
still had remained unaffected by the restrictions on history writing imposed by
Abdülhamid.21  In 1899, reflecting the changing trends of history writing and the
increasing reach of censorship, the schools of Filibe received, among the other books
they had requested, respectively 30 and 60 copies of Ali Cevad’s Tarih-i osmani and
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Tarih-i Islâm and 40 copies of Sırrı Beğ’s Muhtasır-ı tarih-i umumi.22  The books
expressed different ideological currents within Ottoman society at the time.  While
Ali Cevad’s text-book was written in an Ottoman patriotic spirit, putting important
stress on territorial gains and losses, Sırrı Beğ’s displayed a more outspoken
inclination towards Turkish nationalism.23  Thus, school-books emerged as an
important channel through which new concepts of identity making made their
appearance, and developments in Ottoman society were communicated to the Muslim
community in the Principality that provided the essential framework around which the
social reproduction or upbringing of individuals from that community in the values
buttressed by the Ottoman state occurred.
The contribution of funds for the construction and repair of schools, however,
was not that lavish.  What was more important was the tendency for the Ottomans to
give money mainly to rüşdiyes, thus setting a characteristic feature for the other kinds
of aid.  A typical example was the donation of 2,646 guruş for the reconstruction of
the boys’ and girls’ rüşdiyes in Filibe in 1904 allotted from the budget of the Ottoman
Ministry of Education.24  Compared to that typical case, the granting of money for the
reconstruction of the girls’ and boys’ schools in Karlovo in 1906 stands out as
distinctive.  In a petition addressed to the Sultan, and brought to his attention by the
Ottoman commissioner in Bulgaria, the Muslims of the town complained that because
of their poverty they could not only pay the salaries of the local teachers but also
could do little for the reconstruction of the local schools,25 whose wretched condition
has already been described in the previous chapter.  Both the ibtidaye and rüşdiye
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schools were in a desperate need of repair.  Soon afterwards, the requested 20 lira
were paid from the Imperial  treasury.26
Although the donation of money to rüşdiyes was the prevailing trend, there
were also instances when sums were given to primary schools as well. In January
1895, at least part of the requested 5,000 franks for the construction of a mosque and
mekteb attached to it in the town of Tutrakan were donated from the Ottoman
Treasury.27
The trend to send teachers and donate money for repair to rüşdiyes was to a
great extent dictated by practical considerations.  If the Ottomans really wished to
maintain their influence over the Muslim community in Bulgaria, it was far more
easier and economic to direct their efforts and means to secondary schools.  At that
level of education, the bases were already laid during the Ottoman period and the
highly educated teacher sent from Istanbul would find a more intellectually developed
audience who would be more receptive to new ideas and knowledge.  Moreover, the
fact that secondary education was not compulsory according to Bulgarian law and
thus was not the priority of the Bulgarian state, gave the Ottomans a greater freedom
in determining its course of development without evoking protests from the Bulgarian
authorities.  For the development of education at the primary level, it implicitly relied
on the efforts of the disciples of the Muslim secondary schools who were expected to
launch upon teaching and, in addition, promote educational awareness among the
members of the provincial Muslim communities.  The Ottomans, however, were to be
disappointed in their anticipations with regards the future of the graduates of the
rüşdiyes in Bulgaria.
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Many of the rüşdiye graduates not only looked more towards Istanbul as the
place where they would be able to continue their studies,28 but also as the final
destination where they would be able to find better career opportunities and live in a
more familiar culture and society.  The Ottoman government gave the opportunity to
rüşdiye graduates to go and study in various higher educational institutions in the
Empire by providing scholarships every year to the most distinguished ones –  three
for the Principality and two for Eastern Rumelia,29 but expected them to return back
to their native places.  Indicative of that hope was the report of the Ottoman
Commissioner in Sofia of 1902 submitted to the Grand Vizierate.  Ali Ferruh, who
was at that position at the time, lamented that every year the most gifted students from
the rüşdiyes in Bulgaria went to study in various schools in the Ottoman Empire and
after accomplishing their qualifications they found suitable jobs and settle there.
Thus, the Muslim community was deprived of its smartest and most qualified people
who would have otherwise emerged as its leaders and the prime defenders of its
rights.  The result of that process was the gradual intellectual degradation of the
Muslims in Bulgaria as they succumbed to ignorance.  From the detrimental trend of
harming the leadership of the Muslim community, whom Ali Ferruh emotionally
referred to as “unsur-u Islam,” it was the Bulgarian state that profited by the
tightening of laws and the limiting of aid (kasr-ı hukuk ve tahdid-i iane).  The
Bulgarians, being sure that the smart Muslim students were not coming back, showed
a considerable tolerance to that practice.  The Ottoman Commissioner suggested that
the Porte should take care to stop the detrimental phenomenon and, at the same time,
improve the level and conditions of Muslim education.  In fact, he used the
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opportunity to offer his alternative plan.  Ali Ferruh proposed the transformation of
the Filibe rüşdiye into a higher level idadi school with a boarding house that would
bring about two major benefits.  First, the brightest Muslim students would be
prevented from going to the Empire and settling there.  Second, the project would be
financially more viable, as with the sum of 50 lira currently spent on the students
studying at the Mülkiye and the Mekteb-i sultani, three or four qualified teachers
would be hired and allowances (ita’miye) for poor students could be guaranteed too.30
In this manner the Filibe idadi would turn into an example to the rest of the rüşdiyes
and would furthermore provide capable teachers for other schools. The graduates of
the school would also have the chance to continue their studies in the Darüşşafaka in
Istanbul.  The Commissioner calculated the projected expenses of the idadi into a
detailed budget sheet and attached it to the report.  As can be seen from the budget
sheet, apart from the allowances for poor children, it was envisioned that all the
students would be provided with clothes (melbusat) and food (mekûlât).
An interesting detail to be observed here only shortly is the envisioned salaries
of the teachers.  While the instructors of religion and Arabic headed the list, their
salaries, respectively 450 and 400 guruş, were not the highest.  It was the French
teacher, with 650 guruş, who would receive the most, an implication that there were
not that many teachers of French, but also a suggestion of the importance attached to
this language as one of the essentials in an accomplished course of education.
The project for building an idadi in Filibe was not met very enthusiastically by
the Ottoman Ministry of Education.  Its viability would be questioned by the possible
antagonism that could be invoked on the part of the Bulgarian authorities and, besides
that, according to the Ministry’s own calculations the expenses for the construction
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and support of the idadi far exceeded the ones proposed by Ali Ferruh.  For all the
listed reasons, the Ministry recommended the continuation of the old practice, but also
promised cooperation for the acceptance of Muslims from Bulgaria to the
Darülşşafaka.31  Indeed, a letter from the director of the Darüşşafaka to the
Commissioner assured the admission of five Muslim students from the Principality,
although no further evidence is available as to whether the promise was carried out.
In order to demonstrate the extent to which Muslim students from the
Principality were able and inclined to integrate themselves into Ottoman society, it
would be interesting to consider the biographies of those who graduated from
Mülkiye.  A helpful source for this is Ali Çankaya’s Yeni Mülkiye Tarihi ve
Mülkiyeliler.32  The first relevant biography is the one of Mehmed Vehbi.  A native of
Filibe, he graduated from the local rüşdiye, after which he went to Mülkiye and upon
graduation in 1898 assumed a post in the Bursa administration.33  İsmail Hakkı, also
from Filibe, and an alumni of the local rüşdiye, graduated from Mülkiye in 1899 and
went on to serve at various bureaucratic positions in Edirne and Macedonia.34   İsmail
Sabri from Filibe went on to continue his education in Mülkiye too, and afterwards
assumed a position in the provincial administration of the province of Manastir.35
Another person from the same town, Sermed Yaşar Balcı, whose background was
similar as the above three people, after finishing schooling in 1900 served in Bursa
and other Anatolian towns and was particularly valued as a translator for his
knowledge of Bulgarian.36  Arif Tevfik, yet another native of Filibe and Mülkiye
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alumnus, assumed various bureaucratic positions in Anatolia.37  Similarly, Mehmet
Rauf Demirtaş who was born in Hasköy and graduated fromthe local rüşdiye that
served him as a stepping stone to obtaining education in the Empire, served in the
administrations of Bursa, Mudanya and Kastamonu.38  The only person whose career
remained in some way connected to his native land, although beyond the period of our
consideration, was İbrahim Zağra, who, as his name suggests, came from the town of
Eski Zağra.  After his graduation in 1908, he worked for several years in the Edirne
administration, but upon the break up of the Balkan Wars and later World War I, he
became involved with Muslim refugees coming from the affected lands.  Later,
however, he assumed a high position in Istanbul in the Refugee Committee there.39
The account of the biographies undoubtedly suggests a similar pattern of development
of all Mülkiye graduates that allows the construction of a stereotype – all of the
Mülkiye graduates were born to relatively well-off families or ones where the father
was a religious functionary.  They attended the local rüşdiyes and were encouraged to
seek higher education within their own cultural environment, the bases for which,
however, were laid at the previous levels of education.  In this respect, the Filibe
rüşdiye stands out as the institution that produced the most Mülkiye students, an
implication of the high quality of education given there.  Apparently the remarks of
Ali Ferruh, who had an inclination for using emotional language, that stressed that the
Filibe rüşdiye was “the one that has achieved most progress” (en ziyade mazher-i
terakki olan)40 and “the most accomplished” (en mükemmel olan)41 were not just
flatteries.  As the Filibe rüşdiye was one of the primary recipients of aid from the
Ottomans, it would be logical to propose that it was the major factor contributing to
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both the prosperity of the school and eventually the success of its graduates.  The
material support, however, meant also a closer supervision and guidance of its
utilization that in turn guaranteed a development closer to the one of Ottoman schools.
Eventually, the graduates of Mülkiye were employed in the Ottoman bureaucracy and
usually took posts somewhere in Anatolia.  They married off into local families and
having thus found their place in Ottoman society, never came back to their native
lands in Bulgaria.
The two exceptions to this stereotype were Tahir Lütfü Tokay and Mehmed
Celil, Mülkiye graduates who after graduation returned to Bulgaria and gave immense
services to the Muslim community there.  A brief consideration of the biography of
the former leads to the implication that it was only people willing to live in
conformity with the peculiarities of the Hamidian period who stayed in the Empire.
Tahir Lütfü Tokay was a native of Rusçuk and after graduating the local rüşdiye he
went to Mülkiye.  Upon the completion of his studies there he was appointed a
principal of the idadi in Erzurum.  Being a Young Turk sympathizer, though, did not
serve him a favour with the contemporary authoritarian government so, fleeing from
persecution, he returned to his native town where he launched upon teaching and a
journalistic career.  Eventually, after World War I when the regime was changed, he
went back to the Ottoman Empire and was employed in the Foreign Ministry, where
he remained later under the Republic as well.42
For Mehmet Celil, however, a reference to Çankaya’s book  fails to establish
his name among the graduates o Mülkiye.  Assuming that Keskioğlu has not made a
mistake, this might mean that his name was omitted from the records for some reason
or that he had attended the school for some time but never graduated.  A native of
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Hacıoğlu Pazarcık, Mehmet Celil was the only one of the Mülkiye graduates to return
to Bulgaria immediately and spend the rest of his life there. It was to be a life that
ended rather tragically.  Initially, Mehmet Celil was appointed a secretary of the Vakıf
Directorate and was promoted to be its director several years later.  Upon his
retirement, many years later, well beyond the period of our discussion, he became an
editor of the Rehber newspaper.  Rehber was closed in 1934 under pressure from the
right-wing Bulgarian government at the time, so were the next newspapers Yenigün
and Doğru Yol that he attempted to issue.  Eventually he was imprisoned after being
convicted of spying for Turkey, and was reportedly killed in prison43 not unlike many
other members of the opposition to the Bulgarian government of that time.
As it can be inferred from these two cases, few Bulgarian Muslims were
willing to return to Bulgaria. In fact, in Lütfü Tokay’s case he was induced to because
of his political convictions, but even he preferred to go to the Ottoman Empire when a
favourable change of regime had occurred.  Mehmed Celil was the only one of his
category who voluntarily returned to Bulgaria, but the troubles through which he went
and his tragic end demonstrated that it was difficult, if not impossible, to adjust and
make use of his abilities in the social and political environment there.
The group of Muslims who tended to return to their native places after
finishing their education in Istanbul were those enrolled in medreses trained to
become religious functionaries.  The main reason for them going to Istanbul was the
absence of a higher religious school in the Principality, though the lack of an overall
record of Muslims from the Principality who went to medreses in the Ottoman Empire
prevents us from making any conclusive statements.  Those who went back to
Bulgaria were graduates from the Fatih medresesi and Medresetülkuzat and upon
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their return they started teaching in lower level medreses and assuming various
religious positions.44  A partial explanation for their return might be that religious
training did not open the same opportunities for career advancement in the Empire as
did education in the elite secular schools.  On the other hand, teaching was not the
desired occupation of the graduates of the elite Imperial schools who happened to
return to Bulgaria because of a number of hardships accompanying it.  Thus, for
example, we find our old acquaintance Ragıb Efendi, for whom the Ottoman Ministry
of Education went into so much trouble to install him at the principal’s position of the
Filibe rüşdiye at the end of the very school year when the scandal took place, applying
to the Ottoman Foreign Ministry to be given a more suitable position.  He complained
of the needy condition in which he was reduced to live, and in view of his knowledge
of French and Bulgarian, requested to be given an appropriate post somewhere in
Bulgaria, Serbia or Romania.45  As we lose further track of his career with that
document, his petition was also among the first signals of the difficulties the
Ottomans started experiencing in providing the necessary material aid to the Muslim
schools in the Principality.
On October 18, 1899 the Ottoman Ministry of Education responded to the
petition of the Muslims from Plevna. As a result of the financial constraints it
currently experienced, it could not appoint a teacher to the local school and assume
the responsibility for paying his salary.  Further on, the Muslim community of Plevna
was advised to take the matter into their own hands.46
In fact, the most blatant difficulty displayed was the inability of the Ministry
to pay the salaries of the already appointed teachers.  On April 25, 1900 the Ottoman
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Commissioner informed the Ministry of Education and the Financial Department that
the teachers in Bulgaria appointed by the Porte had not received their salaries for the
past year and until that moment had not been given any explanation for the delay.47
Apparently, no immediate steps were taken to the resolution of the problem since a
couple of years later, in a moving letter, the notables of Karlovo described the
neediness of the local rüşdiye teacher Behçet Efendi, who had not received his pay for
sixteen months.  They were further afraid that the teacher would follow the example
of the one in Kazanlık who, desperate to make appeals, had left his job and returned to
Istanbul.  A copy of the petition was attached to the report of the Ottoman
Commissioner to the Ministry of Education on December 2, 1900, who emphasized
once again that the problem was not limited to these two towns but had overtaken all
the Muslim schools in Bulgaria.48  Similarly, the respected principal of the Rusçuk
rüşdiye, Hüseyn Hilmi, who was held in high esteem for his contributions to the
school,49 informed the Commissioner in December 1902 that he had been reduced to
embarrassing poverty as he had not received his last twenty-three salaries.50  As it
becomes clear, the trend of getting their salaries late did not affect the Muslim
teachers in Bulgaria only, but was common for all branches of the Ottoman
bureaucracy, including teachers in the Empire proper.51  A communication from the
Ministry of Education to the Ottoman Commissioner pointed out that the salaries of
the teachers in Bulgaria would be paid when the disbursement of all the salaries was
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ordered by the Sultan (maaş itası ba irade-i seniye-i hızret-i padişahı cihetle umum
sırasında maaş çıktıkça).52
Meanwhile, Muslim teachers who were not on Ottoman pay, but had to rely on
other sources of their wages, were in no better position if we are to judge from the
letter of a teacher from Yeni Pazar, Lütfü Beğ.  In the letter addressed most probably
to a colleague of his, he accounted for the meeting with the Muslim educational
council of Razgrad and the negotiations with the regional educational inspectorate
regarding salaries.  While the former would not agree to give him more than 1,000
guruş salary, the latter was better disposed and offered a generous sum of 2,800 franks
that was apparently to be spent not only to the teacher’s salary but also to other
impending needs of the Islamic mekteb in Yeni Pazar.53  That lavish promise, though,
had its condition – the appointment of a “daskal”, a Bulgarian teacher, to the same
school, a possibility that seemed to disturb Lütfü Beğ.  The proviso imposed on the
part of the Bulgarian inspectorate might well have been an attempt to introduce
qualified teachers to Muslim primary schools to counter the problem of illiteracy, or
more specifically the lack of literacy skills in the Bulgarian language, but along with
that it was a guarantee for the establishment of a degree of control over local school
affairs, a prospect resented not only by Lütfü Beğ but also by the Ottomans
themselves.  The Ottomans, who apparently attributed much value to the free
functioning of Muslim schools, attempted to safeguard and support it through
intervening on their behalf whenever that freedom was menaced.
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Ottoman Intervention on Behalf of Muslim Schools
In addition to providing material support to Muslim schools in the Principality, the
Ottomans affirmed their role as the major patrons of Muslim education in the
Principality by closely following the way they were treated by the Bulgarians and
taking the necessary steps to guarantee their rights under this foreign government.
Thus, the Ottoman Commissioner was charged, among other duties, with the task of
drawing up reports on the condition of Muslim education in the Principality to various
institutions within the Ottoman government, some of which have been major sources
for this study.  One of the occasions for Ottoman protest were the delays and
withholding of financial support from the Bulgarian educational budget to Muslim
schools.54
An example of Ottoman efforts to defend the rights of Muslim schools was an
intervention on the behalf of the Rusçuk rüşdiye in 1894 in order to mediate the
payment of delayed funding from the local municipality.  In August of 1894, the
Ottoman trade representative in the city drew up a detailed petition to the Ottoman
Commissioner in Sofia to the above effect that was eventually brought to the attention
of the Grand Vizier.55  In the letter, the trade representative described the brilliant
performance of the disciples of the local rüşdiye at the final examinations held in the
presence and to the applause of a number of city notables, foreign consuls and school
inspectors.  However, the trade representative lamented, the school would have to
close in the coming year as it was on the verge of bankruptcy.  The income of the
institution was only 1,500 guruş which was far under the 6-7,000 guruş necessary for
its normal functioning. The root of the problem was that the municipality had not
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given the 4,000 guruş sum collected for the past two years from the local Muslim
population in the form of a 5% tax, called the mekteb akçası.  The trade representative
urged the Ottoman government to help find a solution to the impending financial
difficulties of the school in the appropriate manner by convincing the Bulgarian
authorities to duly pay the money to the needy school.56  Steps towards a solution of
the issue were taken almost immediately, as the complaint was brought to the
knowledge of the Bulgarian prime-minister at the time, Constantine Stoilov, but, as it
turned, to little effect – the municipality for the following time confirmed its negative
response to the petition of the Directorate of Schools in the Principality.57  No reasons
were given for the refusal, but it might have well been conditioned by a lack of funds
in the regional budget.  Furthermore, no information is available on the file of
correspondence in connection to this case, so it is not clear whether the Ottomans
became more insistent in their claim and what kind of diplomatic instruments they
used in their initiative.
The Ottomans were much more sensitive about encroachments upon the
freedom of the functioning and administration of the internal affairs of Muslims
schools, a term that had never been specified in any legal document but was taken for
granted.  The best representation of Ottoman reaction on such occasions was the
scandal encompassing the principal’s position in the Filibe rüşdiye that has already
been briefly outlined.  A more detailed account of the case shows that the insistence
on the appointment of a teacher who would secure the running of the rüşdiye along
Ottoman pattern was not the single Ottoman concern in the issue.  The Ottomans,
themselves, were greatly disturbed by the fact that the quarrel brought the intervention
of the Bulgarian authorities and even put them into command of the internal affairs of
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the Muslim community in Filibe.  That anxiety is well exhibited by a dispatch to the
Grand Vizier of the Second Secretary at the Ottoman Commissioner in Filibe who
quite vividly, though not completely impartially, conveyed the escalation of the
argument.
In his view, the group lead by Tahsin Efendi, in their blind attempt to assert
their own rights, had committed a disgraceful act by appealing to the Bulgarian
authorities who, for Ottoman ill luck, happened to be Russophiles.58  The Secretary
pointed out that such a deed was not only shameful for an Ottoman subject, such as
Tahsin Efendi was, but also feared that it could set a dangerous precedent for future
encroachments on the part of the Bulgarian authorities into Muslim affairs.  The
Muslim community of Filibe, referred as cemaat-ı islamiye, and the educational
council was portrayed as a helpless body of people who hesitated too much before
making the right decision, i.e. appointing Ragıb Efendi to the principal’s post.
The result of Tahsin’s appeal to Bulgarian authorities was indeed quite
significant.  Together with Ragıb, the regional educational inspectorate also rejected
the implementation of the new school program drawn closely upon the Ottoman
model.  The consequences of that ruling were dramatic.  When the fact was made
known to the local Muslim community, who had been generally been kept informed
about the course of the matter, some people who were in the neighbourhood
anticipating the resolution of the problem, rushed to the rüşdiye threatening to assault
it together with the commission sitting there.  To nail his victory, Tahsin obtained an
official document from the Bulgarian inspectorate reinstalling him to the principal’s
position, and in order to make sure he was obeyed, he was accompanied by a
policeman to the school.  There, suddenly abandoning his pro-Bulgarian inclinations,
                                                                                                                                                                     
57 BOA, A.MTZ.04 9/9, August 19, 1894.
58 The term the Secretary used for them in the dispatch is “Rus muhibbleri” BOA, A.MTZ.RŞ 12/9.
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he bravely proclaimed that it was the Muslim educational commission who was on the
Bulgarian payroll and therefore served Bulgarian interests, while he had only applied
to the Bulgarian authorities to defend his rights.
The Secretary was greatly disturbed by the scale the dispute had taken, and so
was the local müftü representative, who also sent a petition to the Office of the
Şeyhülislâm in Istanbul requesting Tahsin’s removal  as the only solution to neutralize
his disagreeable behaviour and avoid any further complications.
Meanwhile a petition from the chairman and scribe of the Muslim educational
council in Filibe and its scribe threw some more light to the matter.  Although they
too disapproved of Tahsin’s actions and proposed his imperative dismissal from
office, they implied that Ragıb’s candidature was foisted on others, and upon their
own investigation he was far from being the most suitable person for this position.
Further, they suggested that the real reason for the squabble was the fact that the new
principal was going to receive a salary of 1,000 guruş, an amount probably greater
than what the former principal was paid.
The Porte, however, did not conduct an investigation into the pointed
circumstances and probably anxious that further delays until a more appropriate
candidate could be found would provoke another intervention of the Bulgarians,
decided to close up the matter by removing Tahsin and appointing Ragıb to the
responsible job.
The case is a demonstration that the Ottomans viewed Muslim schools not
only as establishments that provided literacy but also as institutions where the
cultivation of the value system of pupils within Ottoman and Muslim traditions took
place.  The seriousness with which the Ottomans regarded matters of Muslim
education in the Principality, and the determination with which they reacted to
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attempts to put it under Bulgarian control, were indicative of their conviction that
education was one of the institutions responsible for identity formation. Therefore,
keeping influence over education was essential in order to secure the preservation of
that identity.
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CHAPTER 4
Ottoman Motives
After discussing at some length the policies to support Muslim education in the
Bulgarian Principality undertaken by the Ottomans, it is appropriate to consider in
some detail the naturally arising question as to the motives that stood behind such
Ottoman actions.  As it has been suggested earlier, the ultimate Ottoman aim was to
ensure the maintenance of a connection between the Muslim community in the
Principality and Ottoman society by reinforcing common elements of identity such as
religion, language, cultural and social practices.  That desire, however, had deeper
reaching roots in the prevailing ideological and political tendencies of the Hamidian
period, among which was Islamism.
An attempt to consider Ottoman aid for Muslim schools in the Principality as
influenced by the above trend will meet with an immediate criticism unless a
discussion and definition of the traits of Islamism is provided. Another label for the
latter concept often being used interchangeably, and even misused in literature, is
Pan-Islam. Undoubtedly, “Islamism” and “Pan-Islam(ism)” are among the most
contentious concepts and have been subject to various definitions by scholars who
have tried to modify them to suit their own arguments and the specifics of the
problem they have decided to investigate.1  Explanations for the preference of the use
of one term at the expense of the other, or the making of distinction between these
two concepts, however, are seldom to be found in the abundance of writings on the
                                                          
1 Definitions of the term were even constructed within the doctrinal framework of certain ideologies.
See for example the article on Pan-Islam in Bol’shaya Sovetskaya Entsikolopediya.  Its author L.R.
Polonskaya defines Pan-Islam as “a religio-political ideology” which substance was that Islam
provided a major “supernational and superclass” (my italics) identity that advocated a political
unification under the figure of the caliph.  “Panislamizm” p. 146 in  Bolshaya Sovetskaya
Entsiklopediya (Big Soviet Encyclopaedia).  Moscow: Izdatelstvo Sovetskaya Entsiklopediya, 1975.
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subject.  Therefore, it would be useful to examine a few works that actually include a
discussion of the distinctive characteristics of the two terms.
In the introduction of the latest book on the subject The Politicization of
Islam,2 the author Kemal Karpat makes an effort to distinguish between Pan-Islam
and Islamism. Sadly, in spite of the observations he makes, his argument is discursive
at points. Furthermore, although he manages to pinpoint a divergence between the two
terms, he continues to use them interchangeably for the rest of the chapter, and even
the book.  Karpat at first implies that these two terms were in fact the two sides of one
phenomenon by pointing out that “(al)though Islamism was a new and modern
ideology wrapped in traditional religious garb, only its conservative aspect received
much attention, being given the name ‘pan-Islamism’ and condemned as a doctrine of
anti-European Islamic unity.”3  Without explaining the characteristics of Islamism
that came to qualify it as a modern trend, as opposed to its conservative “counterpart,”
he proceeds to dwell on the origin of the term “Pan-Islamism”  and an account of
Abdülhamid’s central role as a caliph.  A little bit further along, Karpat clearly states
that “Pan-Islamism” and “Islamism” were two aspects of a, respectively,
“international” and “internal transformation” of a “unique Islamic ideology.”4  In
another discursive swing, Karpat returns to the origins and the morphology of the
term “Pan-Islamism.”  Finally, the author makes an interesting observation by
pointing out that “Pan-Islamism” was a term mainly associated with European
perceptions and carries an aggressive connotation, while Islamism was a movement
“of regeneration and modernization and an effort to mobilize Muslims not merely for
                                                          
2 Kemal Karpat.  The Politicization of Islam.  Reconstructing Identity, State, Faith and Community in
the Late Ottoman State.  Oxford: Oxford U Press, 2000.
3 Ibid, p. 16.
4 Ibid, p. 17-18.
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political and cultural  self-defence against Western colonialism, but also self-renewal
and progress.”5
On the other hand, Jacob Landau in The Politics of Pan-Islam6 does not
engage in a discourse and juxtaposition of the two terms as he seems to perceive them
as two distinctive phenomena from the very beginning.    In the introduction of his
book, he presents his own definition of Pan-Islamic ideology and movements that
respectively are “the corpus of writings (and speeches) which focuses on the
importance of overall Muslim unity – less from a religious standpoint and with greater
emphasis on political or economic aspects – and proposes means to achieve this end”
and “organized activity to carry out, in practical terms, the above ideology.”7  Later
on when the author discusses the development of the ideology during the Hamidian
period he accounts the most particular ideological trends of the time, and in this
connection mentions Islamism which was “favouring Islam and the Muslims at the
expense of other religions in the empire.”  It was Islamism, Landau states, to which
Pan-Islamic proponents adhered.8  However, there were no indications that Islamism
was reserved only for domestic use and Pan-Islam for foreign policy enterprises.  On
the contrary, Landau sees Islamism in the Ottoman Empire as a precursor to Pan-
Islam, and as one of the factors that aided the latter to transform itself into an
ideology.  Initially Islamism was expressed as “an increased concern with Islam” in
matters such as education and morals, but later this tendency transcended itself into
political life too.  International events such as the military defeats of the Ottoman
Empire, and reports about the mistreatment of Muslims, were central to the
                                                          
5 Ibid, p. 18.
6 Jacob Landau.  The Politics of Pan-Islam.  Ideology and Organization.  Oxford: Oxford U Press,
1990.
7 Ibid, p. 5.
8 Ibid, pp. 9-10.
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intensification of this trend.9  Abdülhamid, aiming to win the allegiance of Ottoman
Muslims for the caliphal title he utilized, furthermore brought Islamism to the
dimensions of a systematic policy of favouring “the Ottoman Empire’s Muslims at the
expense of others” and granting them privileges in areas such as public service, the
economy and education.  Then Landau accounted for the characteristics of this policy,
among which were the Sultan’s personal involvement in the appointment of members
of the bureaucracy, “qadis, teachers and other Ulema in both the empire and
territories which it had lost.”10
It would be interesting to consider the point made by yet another scholar of the
subject, Azmi Özcan, in his comprehensive study on Ottoman-Indian relations.11  The
only term he uses for the above two concepts is “Pan-Islamism” but he manages to
identify two aspects of its practice as a policy – domestic and foreign.  The domestic
application of Pan-Islamism aimed at fostering the unity of the Muslims within the
Ottoman Empire, while the projection of the policy beyond the borders of the
Ottoman state was designed to gain the allegiance to the Caliphate of those Muslims
living there as a tool to  resist European encroachments.12  “Pan-Islamism” is even
used to describe the inclination of the Young Ottomans in seeking  solutions for the
ails of the Empire in a program based on Islam.13  Furthermore, the author points out
that Abdülhamid, whom he considers the “centre of gravity” of Pan-Islamism,14 never
tried to demand the political loyalty of the Muslims beyond the Ottoman domains, but
insisted on exercising the functions of a Caliph over them, which included the
                                                          
9 Ibid, p. 22.  Karpat also draws attention to the fact that these events played a crucial role to the build
up of Islamism.  See for example Chapter 6 that deals with the effects of the 1877-78 and Chapter 13
on the Muslims in Russia.  Unfortunately, the same criticism as to the discursiveness of his argument is
valid again.
10 Landau, p. 37.
11 Azmi Özcan.  Pan-Islamism.  Indian Muslims, the Ottomans and Britain (1877-1924).  Leiden: Brill,
1997.
12 Ibid, p. 46.
13 Ibid, p. 35.
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appointment of “muftis, qadis, and  teachers” to be sent to the territories previously
ruled by the Porte.15  The latter observation is familiar, if Landau’s comment is
recollected. However, while he considers the enumerated functions as pertaining to
Islamism, Özcan takes them for characteristics of Pan-Islamism.  Apparently, the
varying use of terms depends on the views of the respective author and the purpose to
which they seek to bring the discussion.  In spite of the above, though, it should be
recognized that “Pan-Islam” evokes more emotional responses in discussions and is
the subject of significant debate among scholars and even the public at large.  The
reason is that it has come to be loaded with some form of negative meaning whose
origins could be traced back to the first time it was used in the writings of Europeans
in the 19th century.
Although it is still argued when exactly the first mention of the term “Pan-
Islam,” in one form or another, was made, authors are unanimous that it came to be
used more frequently from the mid 1870s on, and was popularized by the writings of
the French journalist Gabriel Charmes.16  The most significant articles of the author
incorporated into the book L’Avenir de la Turquie – le Panislamisme described the
distinctive characteristics of the policy of Pan-Islam upon which the Ottoman Empire
had recently embarked.17  According to him, Abdülhamid wanted to compensate for
the disasters with which his reign had been embroiled in at the beginning by adopting
the title “caliph” and espousing the policy of Pan-Islam, whose initial spur came with
the French occupation of Tunisia.18  The Sultan also wanted to distract attention from
the fact that he was the sovereign of a country and people that had come to be disliked
                                                                                                                                                                     
14 Ibid, p. 63.
15 Ibid, p. 52.
16 Karpat, pp. 16-18; Landau pp. 1-2; Özcan, p. 23-24.
17 Gabriel Charmes.  L’Avenir de la Turquie – le Panislamisme.  Paris: Michel Lévy Frerès, 1883.
18 Ibid, pp. 137-144.
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by Europe, and put stress on Islam, which was mainly associated with Arabs.19
Furthermore, Charmes warned that while the doctrine appeared to be of religious
appearance, it carried enormous political consequences,20 which were to bother more
England and Russia.21
Another Frenchman, Charles Hecquard (writing at the beginning of the 20th
century) similarly held a no more complimentary opinion of Abdülhamid when it
came to discussing his caliphal title. Unlike Charmes, who warned against the
advance of Pan-Islam, Hecquard was skeptical as to the outcome of the policy.22
According to Hecquard, the Sultan, descriptively labeled the “Yıldız Machiavelli”23
would not be able to gain the support of the Arabs, who traditionally disliked the
Ottomans, and the Shiites, while Central Asia and Afghanistan were viewed as an
insignificant contingent of support.24  Needless to say, similar writings did not
contribute to a sympathetic view of Pan-Islam and the Caliph Abdülhamid.
The negative connotation Pan-Islam acquired was further reinforced by the
reports of officials from Western governments, who took it as a cornerstone of
Ottoman policy and, therefore, followed with anxiety every step made by the Sultan
in both the domestic and foreign aspect.  For example Süreyya Sırma presents a
translation of five such reports by different agencies within the French government
that dealt primarily with the activities of some Muslim tarikats, such as the Şazeli, in
North Africa and the support they received from the Ottoman government.25  The
British, too, appeared to be very concerned whenever the mentions of the term
İttihad-ı İslam, the equivalent in Ottoman-Turkish for Pan-Islam, were made in the
                                                          
19 Ibid, p. 182.
20 Ibid, p. 188.
21 Ibid, p. 184.
22 Charles Hecquard.  La Turquie sous Abdoul-Hamid II.  Bruxelles: Henry Lamartin, 1901.
23 The expression used by Hecquard is “Machiavelli Yildizien”, p. 136.
24 Ibid, p. 114-115 and p. 123.
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Ottoman press.26  In short, to use a quote by Maxime Rodinson cited by Özcan, Pan-
Islam “suggested (to the European mind) an attempt at domination, aggressive
ideology, and international conspiracy.  Through the popular press, popular literature,
and even children’s books, this view had a lasting effect on the thinking of many
Europeans.”27  Although there have been many scholarly contentions of this
perception, the latest one being Karpat’s work, it is still widely spread.
Ottoman concern for Muslim education in the Principality, however, was
conditioned by the same precepts that stood at the basis of what came to be called
“Islamism,” or “Pan-Islam(ism),” which was the desire to establish the unity of all
Muslims.  In this respect it would also be proper to consider the term the Ottomans
used for the same idea, ittihad-ı islam, which, curiously enough, remains relatively
devoid of negative connotation.  İttihad-ı islam as a concept was introduced through
the writings of the Young Ottomans from the late 1860s onwards.28  Upon Mümtaz’er
Türköne’s observation the term was the literary equivalent of Pan-Islam,29 since the
Young Ottoman press used similar expressions for the other Pan ideologies and
movements.  For example Pan-Slavism became “İttihad-ı Slav,” Pan-Germanism –
“İttihad-ı Cermen.”30  Namık Kemal, one of the most distinguished members of the
Young Ottoman society, made an extensive use of the term in an article titled after
that new concept which appeared on 27 June 1872 in the İbret newspaper.31  In the
article, Namık Kemal argued that the Ottomans had to foster the process of unification
of all Muslims under their guidance.  Particular stress was laid on the importance of
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26 Özcan, p. 119.
27 Maxime Rodinson.  Europe and the Mystique of Islam.  R. Veinus, trans.  London, 1988, p. 67 cited
in Özcan, p. 124.
28 Landau, p. 2-3, Özcan, p. 33.
29 Mümtaz’er Türköne.  Siyasi ideoloji olarak İslamcılığın doğuşu.  İstanbul: İletişim Yayınları, 1991,
197.
30 Ibid, p. 41.
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education and the fact that the Ottoman Empire, as the Muslim state being closest to
Europe, has learned the most about European knowledge which it could readily
disseminate among other Muslims.32  The Islamic unity advocated by Namık Kemal
and the Young Ottomans was not a political but rather a cultural trend, and was
conditioned by defensive considerations.33
A few years later, Abdülhamid and the Ottoman government scarcely viewed
the Young Ottoman ideas in a sympathetic manner. However, they apparently
favoured the notion of maintaining cultural unity with Muslims beyond the borders of
the Empire and launched upon a particular policy of Pan-Islam, one of whose
expressions was the support of Muslim education in the Bulgarian Principality.
Indeed the term ittihad-ı islam is nowhere to be encountered in the primary archival
sources examined for this study.  Flaunting propaganda slogans or emotional epithets
that have come to be associated with the pursuit of a policy of Pan-Islam(ism) are
equally scarcely to be found.  In a number of documents, there are mentions of the
title “Caliph” and the institution of the Caliphate34 but they could be merely protocol
addresses.  Furthermore, there were no explicit theoretical elaborations  justifying
such an enterprise.  The factor that seems to indicate the conclusion that the Ottomans
were involved in efforts to maintain cultural unity between the Muslim community in
the Principality and that of the Empire proper is the systematic pursuit of certain
principles that would bring about particular desired results.  With regard to education,
these principles, which were discussed in length in the previous chapter of the study,
can be summarized as follows:
                                                                                                                                                                     
31 Landau, p. 3, Özcan, p. 33;  For an unedited reprint of the article see Mustafa Nihat Özön.  Namık
Kemal ve İbret Gazetesi.  İstanbul: Yapı Kredi Yayınları, 1997, pp. 85-90.
32 Namık Kemal in Özön, pp. 87-88; Türköne, p. 225; Also Şerif Mardin.  The Genesis of Young
Ottoman Thought.  Princeton: Princeton U Press, 1962, pp. 60-61.
33 Landau, p. 24; Özcan, p. 38; Mardin, p. 60-61; Lewis, p. 341; Türköne, p. 230.
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1. Ensure the continuity of the traditional principles of the Ottoman educational
system and the implementation of Ottoman reforms in the educational sphere
in Muslim schools in the Bulgarian Principality.
2. Guarantee the cultivation of Ottoman/Islamic values among Muslims in the
Principality as well as influence the formation of views over history and,
respectively, politics, and morality.
3. Safeguard the independent functioning of Muslim schools against any
encroachments on the part of the Bulgarian authorities.
4. Maintain a connection with the centre, Istanbul, as the pivot to which
Muslims from the Principality could turn for both material and spiritual
support.
The effective adherence to these principles, though, was to a great extent
dependent on the financial status of the Ottoman Empire, which at that time, it
should be recalled, was far from stable.  The Ottomans, though, managed to
achieve one major objective – they succeeded in establishing their image as being
patrons of Muslim education in the Principality in particular, and over the entire
Muslim community in general.  One piece of evidence for this is the fact that
Muslims from the Principality always addressed the Ottoman government though
its representative bodies on educational issues, suggested by the numerous
petitions they sent throughout the entire period.35
Finally, a couple of examples should be given from cases when the Ottomans
pursued a policy of Islamic unity that generally went far beyond their cultural
domain, but had its expressions in the educational sphere too.  From the early
                                                                                                                                                                     
34 For example A.MTZ.04 13/2, 35/39, 109/53, 141/56.  There are statements having farther
implications such as “…makam-ı hilafet-i azimaye olan rabtalarını bir kat daha takviye zımnında...”
(within reinforcing the bonds with the caliphal abode/dignity) A.MTZ.04 62/50.
35 For example BOA, A.MTZ.04 9/9, 13/2., 64/37; BOA, A.MTZ. RŞ 12/9, 14./2.
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1880s until 1917, a number of Muslims from Russia expressed their desires for
further education, and were encouraged to enroll in professional schools in
Istanbul.  Unlike their counterparts in Bulgaria, though, they tended to return back
to their native abodes in Russia where, however, a strong movement of reform
within the native educational sphere, labeled Jedidism, was already under
development.36  Another well-known example is that of the Ottoman’s support for
the opening of a Muslim institution of higher learning in Beijing, originally
referred to as medrese but later became known as the so called Hamidiye
university.37  The March 5, 1908 issue of the Tercüman-ı hakikat newspaper
announced the news about the recent opening in Beijing of the “’Daru’l Ulumi’l
Hamidiyye Medresesi,” an educational establishment named after the Ottoman
sultan that sought to serve the needs of the Muslim population in China.38  As can
be inferred from the tone of the above article, the Ottomans apparently met with
great excitement the news regarding the opening of the medrese, an enterprise,
that quite possibly, as Landau suggests, was the result of the influence of Ottoman
emissaries.39  However, it has not been established until now whether the Ottoman
Ministry of Education or any other particular institution in the Empire had to play
any role in their development.
                                                          
36 Karpat, p. 291.
37 For more detailed comment and a couple of published document on this subject see the article by
Sırma “Pekin Hamidiyye Üniversitesi” pp. 27-35.
38 Sırma, pp. 31-34.  In this connection it would be interesting to mention that the name proposed by
the Ottoman Commissioner in Bulgaria for the projected idadi school in Filibe was “Envar-ı Hamidi”
A.MTZ.04 109/53.
39 Accounts of Ottoman emissary activities in Landau, pp. 43-44 and pp. 65-66.  See also footnote 319
on p. 66.
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CONCLUSION
The review of the cases presented in the compilation of studies Schooling,
Educational Policy and Ethnic Identity edited by J.J. Tomiak that deal with
educational policies towards minorities in different countries between 1850 and 1940
imposes the conclusion that the policy the Ottomans adopted towards Muslim schools
in the Bulgarian Principality was singular by its kind and the effects it produced.  The
only relevant comparison, though by no means completely parallel, could be drawn
with the policies pursued by Germany in the period 1918-1939 towards schools of the
German minorities in Czechoslovakia and Poland.
In Poland that up to 1918 had been part of the German Reich half of the
German community emigrated after the declaration of independence which left the
country with one million Germans, who came to represent 3.9% of the total
population.1  Two major factors determined Polish policy towards the German
minority – the wish to have good relations with Germany and the fact that there was a
significant Polish minority in Germany too for whom they expected a reciprocal good
treatment.  Also the fact that the German community was generally better educated
and its members were involved in important branches of the economy and were well
organized also played a significant role.2  As a declaration of good will public schools
with an official language of instruction being German were established in areas where
the German population was concentrated but still there were cautious attempts for
assimilation of the Germans on the part of the Poles.  German schools received
support in the form of books and teachers coming from Germany, a practice that was
                                                          
1 Janusz Tomiak.  “Education of the Non-Dominant Ethnic Groups in the Polish Republic, 1918-1939”
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Schooling, Educational Policy and Ethnic Identity.  Comparative Studies on Governments and Non-
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often found disagreeable by the Polish authorities.  Tension increased when in the late
1930s the Nazi government in Germany encouraged the printing of special books for
German schools in Poland that aimed at instigating anti-Polish and pro-Hitler attitudes
among the German community there.  Before the Polish government managed to
make any significant efforts to interrupt the practice, the Second World War had
broken out.3
As it can be induced, the case is quite similar to the one in the Bulgarian
Principality and the Muslim schools there.  The Bulgarian government wanted to
patch up relations with the Ottoman Empire from which the country had seceded and
the presence of a great number of Bulgarians in Macedonia still under Ottoman
control induced it to make concessions to the Muslim community within its borders
and their educational institutions.  Another common feature is the fact that in spite
that Muslims were guaranteed their schools, the Bulgarians tried to establish
influence over them, part of which was the requirement to study Bulgarian, a
tendency that became more explicit towards 1908.  The Ottoman Empire, similarly to
Germany, established itself as the main patron of Muslim education in the Principality
and through the sending of material aid and intervening on its behalf secured the
thriving of Muslim schools.  Because of the lack of an extremist regime and the
absence of aggressive intentions characteristic for the Nazi regime, however, the
Ottoman Empire did not launch upon a similar policy with regard to Muslim
education in Bulgaria.
The case of German schools in Czechoslovakia between 1918-1939  although
similar to the one concerning Poland provides some additional points along which
comparison with the Principality and Muslim education could be made.  In
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Czechoslovakia the proportion of Germans, concentrated in northern Moravia and
Silesia, the so called Sudetenland, was quite remarkable as it represented 22.9% of the
total population in 1921.4  Although the Czechoslovak republic had declared its
determination to follow the principles of a democratic state, there were contradictions
in the actual practice that brought about tensions between the two dominating
nationalities on one side and the other minorities who made up 1/3 of the entire
population.  However, as Mitter, the author of the article on German schools in
Czechoslovakia remarks, “the German minority enjoyed rights which generally
exceeded those of the German minorities in other countries … (among which was) the
maintenance of a highly developed educational system.”5  The Germans in
Czechoslovakia who firmly declined to identify themselves with the state in which
they lived benefited the most from the existence and willingness to help on the part of
their “mother nation” abroad.6  For the Germans not only inherited and preserved their
highly developed educational network that had existed under Hapsburg rule that
enjoyed a completely autonomous status within the republic but also had the privilege
of selecting inspectors from their own community who worked for the Provincial
School Councils who could carry out the inspection of the educational process.7  The
German teachers also enjoyed considerable freedom to structure their own lessons,
interpret literary texts and historical events.  Naturally, most resentment and friction
with the authorities was displayed in connection to the teaching of subjects such as
                                                          
4 Wolfgang Mitter “German Schools in Czechoslovakia, 1918-1939” pp. 211-232 in J.J. Tomiak, Ed.,
p. 212.
5 Ibid, pp. 213-214.
6 The author relates the argument presented in article by an Italian educationalist, Francesco Lunetta, in
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7 Mitter, p. 219.
78
history, geography and German, that besides positive knowledge conveyed also
cultural values and political implications.  Apart from these problems the author
draws the attention to the fact that there was a significant dialogue going on between
German and Czech educators in their pursuit for improvement of education as a
whole.8
The case of German schools in Czechoslovakia in a way is a negative image of
Muslim schools in the Principality along several major lines.  The German
community in Czechoslovakia after 1918 seemed to be in a similar position to the one
of the Muslims in the Bulgarian Principality – both of them from dominant were
reduced to the status of minority communities.  The Germans were grouped in well-
organized communities in the industrialized and urbanized Moravian district which
aided them to secure the uninterrupted functioning of their own schools.  The
Muslims of Bulgaria on the other hand were for their majority poor and resided in the
countryside that was a hindrance to the effective restoration of the Muslim school
network.  Another difference was yet the fact that the German community had an
influential role in the Regional Educational Councils and was well represented there,
while Muslim teachers in the Principality were deprived of similar opportunity and
were able to form some kind of professional organization only in 1906 when the
Association of the Muslim Teachers in Bulgaria was convened in Şumnu.9  The one
common feature of the two cases was the fact that Germans in Czechoslovakia and
Muslims in the Principality exclusively identified themselves with the “mother
country” from which they had been separated, a tendency that reflected itself in the
                                                          
8 Ibid, pp. 220-228.
9 For more information on the Teachers’ Association see Turan pp. 240-243; Keskioğlu p. 100-102.
Information about the second congress of the Association in 1907 is provided in BOA, A.MTZ.04
159/8.
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school process by divergence of interpretation in fields like history and geography
that would challenge the tolerance of the dominant communities.
The overview of Muslim education in the Principality and the Ottoman
support provided to it suggests that in the period 1878-1908 Muslim schools were still
under Ottoman influence.  This tendency was a result of a number of factors that will
be reminded shortly.  The legal provisions the Bulgarian government made for the
functioning of Muslim schools that partly aimed at imposing control over them were
not effectively reinforced.  A side effect was the fact that financial support promised
in some of these laws was not awarded.  Thus the Muslim community that still
strongly identified with the one in the Ottoman Empire because it had been only
recently severed from it, started looking upon the Ottoman government  as the major
patron to its educational institutions.  At that time Ottoman society and Ottoman
intellectual circles influenced by international developments started displaying
increasing concern for Muslim communities under foreign rule.  The same concern
shown by the Ottoman government and the Sultan himself had also practical political
dimensions, labeled by various authors as the pursuit of Islamist and Pan-Islamist
policy.  In the case with the Muslims from the Principality the Ottoman government
aimed at preserving the cultural unity between them and the community in the
Ottoman Empire, one way being the maintenance of a common educational system.
Due to the financial problems, however, towards the end of the period the Ottoman
government started experiencing difficulties with granting the requested material
support.  By that time though the Muslim community from the Principality had
managed to stabilize itself and launch upon initiatives for improving its education.
Examples include the convention of the Muslim Teachers’ Congress and the first
attempts for writing and printing of its own text-books.  The development was to
80
experience a stagnation during the period of the Balkan and the First World War.  It
was resumed in the early 1920s and reached a major achievement in 1923 with the
opening of the Medresetü’n-nüvvab in Shumen, the first higher Muslim educational
institution in Bulgaria.
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